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INTRODUCTION

This evaluation of the dscentralised Open Enrcllment progrems
conducted in the New York City public schools during the 1969-70
-Mmuthm-mmwnmzotmwm
Secondary Biucation Act covers programs developed and implemented at
the school district level. Ninsteen different districts received
funds for programs under the genexal heading of “Open Enrollment"”
and the programa had varied interests and emphases, refleoting local

conditions and concerns.

GBJECTIVES OF THE DISTRICT PROGRAM

The evaluation design was developed from thom items noted in
the district proposals under the heading "Objectives." The objectives
can be grouped into three areas, 1) those concerned with general or
specific aspects of academic improvement, 2) those concerned with the
nature of the school's service, including both the provisions of guidance
and counseling services, and the modification and/or improvement in
staff and the instructional process, and 3) those concerned with some
dimension of the social l;:ocess or the child's personal (non-a.cademic)
functioning.

THE EVALUATION PLAN
i The Foci of Evaluation
The overall plan for the evaluation had three major foci. The




first vas to evaluate the extent to whioch the program elemsnts, as
mmammmmwnm.naumw
The other two foci involved only a sample of six districts. The
seocond foous was on "participant reaction," which involved detexmining
the reaction of children, mothers, teachers, principals, and distriot
Pitle I coordinators. The third focus was on the quality of the
'm"uitmmmummmlcnhoOh.

Instryments
Nins different instruments were used. ¥or the svaluation of

progran implementation, a questiomnaire was sent to the principals
of the 210 schools acheduled to be receiving schools asking about

their roles in the development of the districtsa’ proposals axd the nature

of the services provided their schools Then interviews were held
with the Title I coordinators of the six sample distriots, uaing an
informal interview guide concentrating on program implementation.
Participant reaction was estimeted through three brief questionnaires,
to teachers, parents, and pupils. Aspects of the quality of the prog-
ram were estimated through four instrments completed by the educators
#nd parents from the evaluation staff, 'l.'hesé were a scale for rating
aspects of the physical coﬁd:l.tion and educational climate of the
achool building, two separate scales (one for educators, one for
parents) for rating aspects of th§ 175 individual lessons observed,

and a sociometric-type form for recording- intra-class interactions.

ST



Data obtained from cooxdinators and principals indicated that
the program had gensrally been implemented as plammed. Both coordin-
ators and principals were ooncernsd with the time schedule foxr the
progren, believing that an earlier sexies of budget approval steps
would provide for earlier arrival of supplies and materials and more
efficient recruitment of staff. Both too saw a need for greater
parental involvement. Few principals reported any active role in the
preparation of the district proposal, and one in five reported feeling
"not at all femiliar with it® indicating a need both for better ox-
ientation and improved involvement by principals in the generation of
these decentralized proposals.

The data provided by principals imdicate that ataff used to
provide services to childrea for the program typically had been pro-
viding similar services to the school population before the school was
designated a “receiving school® and principals and teachers both noted
the need for additional professional (and paraprofessional) staff.

The small sample of mothers responding were almost unanimously

positive in their ratings, expressing satisfaction with the p::ogresé of
their children. They indicated little activ;[ty in or towards the

school, corroborating the coordinators! and principals' view of the




need for greater parentsl involvement. Children too, were POXe
muuwmunmnunwm. T™he low
return rates for mothers and children limit any more conclusive sum~
mary of their statements.

In resding achiewvement, the pattemn within the ssmple districts
varied so videly that an overall oonclusion is not considered valid.
At one extreme, balf of the Open Enrcllment children in one distxriot
Mdmmlpmmuinnaﬂngstbothtboolmmjuuor
high school level, a nomsal pattern. A% the other extreme were two
districts in which few children showed normal progress at either level,
and in detween were the other sample districts with noxmal progress
patterns at the elementary, but not the Junioxr high school level.

Percoptions of Obgorvers
Where comparable questions were asked, both profosoiopal and
parent observers provided the same response pattern, and so these data
can be summarized togethexr. School building and school climate were
rated positively, as was the general climate of classes and the
organization and planmning of the lessons observed. At both elementary
and junior high school levels, the children were considexed to be
working at appropria.té tasks, to be well behaved and interested,
with active participation and good understanding and verbal fluency.
Teachers too were rated positively at both 1evele, and their
personal qualities were the most frequent lesson strengths noted by

the observers. Weaknesses in the lesson were more often methodologicale



The professional observers also obeerved and rated aspects of
special prograns in remediq] reading, and guidance and four individual
prograns dsveloped in two of the sample districtas. These data were
consistently positive partiocularly the evaluation of the individual
district progrems.

7he final aspect of the observations involved the recoxding
and olsssification (on a positive-negative continmm) of the inter-
actions seen within each olass, considering the role, sex, and ethnio
status of the initiator and recipient ¢ the interaction. The intex-
actions cobserved were predominantly positive, whether involving the
teacher, or the children., With one exception, positive interactions
were obsexrved between children of all three ethnic groups studied
(White, Black, and Spanish-speaking) at both elementary and junior
high school levels. Moreover, the majority of negative interactions
among pupils were directed towards other children of the same ethnic
group, 80 that there were few negative interactions across groupa.

CONCLUSIONS ABOUT EVALUATION FOCI

In terms of the three foci of this evaluation, the data provide
a bagis for the following conclusions:

1. The program was essentially implemented as proposed, and
certainly the legal commitments to expend the funds in pre-specified
ways was also met. While them' was considerable confusion at the
individual school level as to Just who and what was suppoxrted by
progran funds, this confusion did not cbscure the basic finding that
support was provided at the scale envisioned.
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2. The participants studied, cooxrdinators, prinoipals, teachers,
parents and ohildren, were gensrally positive in their pexceptions
of the prograa.

3« The quality of the separate distriot progrems observed vas
also rated positively by both professional and parent membexrs of the
observation team. Particular praise was given some of the special
progrems daveloped in Distriots 11 and 22.




CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

This is an evaluation of the decentralized Open Enrollment pro-
grams conducted in the New York City public schools during the 1969-70
school year with funds provided by Title I of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act. This evaluation was contracted for with the Bureau of
Research of the central Board of Education, but the programs under study
were all developed and implemented at the school district level., 1In
many cases the districts involved chose the alternative available to
them of contracting for district evaluations of the Open Enrollment pro-
gram as well as district evaluations of their other decentralized pro-
grams. As Table II-1 indicates, the 19 different districts which re=
ceived funds for programs under the general heading of "Open Enrollment"
had varied interests and emphases, reflecting local conditiona and con-
cerns, Thus, there is no meaningful entitf which might be called the
Open Enrollment ''program,'" in the sense of characterizing all parti-
cipating districts and schools. Rather therevare soma emphases, such
as the emphasis on reading or on guidance services, whicn are common
to more than one district., There are also unique emphaaes such as>the
one planned by one district to make educational use of tne bus ride to
and from school. _

In addition to the differences between districts the aeveral
schools in a district were free to develop their own emphases and prn-
gram variations. Therefore, we first sampled districts and then sampled

schools within the districts. In analyzing the data and in preparing




this report the school and district were the basic units of study.
Generalizations about the Open Enrollment programs which can be drawn

on a citywide basis are limited to such areas as the extent to which

' the several projects were implemented as proposed.

BACKGROUND OF THE PROGRAM

The Open Enrollment pr;gram began in 1960 as one of the New York
City Board of Education's programmatic efforts to Better.integrate the
public schools. Under the ofiginal plan minority gfoup parents whose
children were.attending a school composed primarily pf minority groﬁp
children could apply for transfer to a school populated by white children.
If their child was accepted for transfer, he was to bé buseﬁ froﬁfhohe
to school and back; transportation was provided by the Board of.Education.

The child's original neighborhood school was designated the
"sending school"” and the school- to which he transferred was designated'
the ''receiving school." In the initial years, the criterion used for
designaging a sending school.was an enroilment of 90 percenﬁ or more
Black or Puerto Rican children combinea; this was based on a survey
conducted by the New York City Board of Education bn October 31lst of the
preceding year,

The criteria for a receiving school Qere tha; the school be
underutilized, have space available for additional childrén, and

that it have an enrollment of 90 percent of "other" children (not Black

or Puerto Rican). This percentage has dropped over the years and is

now 75 percent 'other,”

et {1-1
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In 1966 the Open Enrollment program was included with those pro-
grams funded under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act;
it has been evaluated each year since 1966-67 as were all Title I programs,

In 1968, although admission to the program continued to be handled
centrally, Open Enrollment was decentralized so that each district was
free to develop its own program for utilizing'the funds. Under this pro-
gram a district was allocated $100 per child received in the districts'
schools under the Open Enrollment program, The basic orientation of the
program, as noted in the Board of Education's overall program statement,
was that ", . .the Title I services will follow those children who parti-

cipate in an organized plan to further integration and leave their.poverty

area schools to do so.,"

Now the program includes two groups of children: those whose
parents have applied .for transfer (free choice Open Enrollment children),
and those children Who have been transferred at the instruction of the
local District Superintendent and whose transfers were reviewed by the,
Zoning Section of the Board of Education. |

For the academic year 1969-70, in addition to these district de-
signed decentralized programs, there is a centralized program proposing
the assignment of 200 additional staff positions to receiving elementary
schools., This program, titled "Augmented Instructional Services for
Open.Enrollment Receiving Schools" Will be evaluated separately and so

is not within the province of this study.

1Summary of Proposed Programs 1969-1970, Title I, ESEA, Board of Education,“
August, 1969, page 65, . ' '



CHAPTER II

THE PROGRAMS PROPOSED

The variety of objectives stated in the proposals from the 19
districts are summarized in Table II~1, This table summarizes the
""Objectives' sections of each proposal, In‘developing this summary,
the evaluation team had to resolve the confusion which exists in the
proposals‘as to what is included under‘the standard proposal headings
of goals, objectives and procedures; The goals and objectives were
also often disparate and redundant. To further compound confusion,
there were instances in which a goal or objective was stated'or im=- -
plied in the procedures section of the proposal without being speci-
fied in the section devoted to Objectives. We urge the proposal de~
velopers, both in central and district offices, to eliminate this con=-
fusion in the future,

The summary of objectives used as the tasis of this evaluation
design was developed from those items 1isted in the proposal under
the heading "Objectives."‘ In the sample districts, the district
Title I or Open Enrollment Coordinator was given the opportunity to.

amend the 1list prior to our collection of data. _None did so that the

in-depth study was oriented to evaluating the objectives as originally:»

stated in the district proposals.'

OVERALL DISTRICTS

The objectives have been‘grouped~into three areas: 1) those con~

cerned with general or specific aspects of academic improvement; 2) those
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"concerned with the provision of guidance and counseling services, amd
the modification and/or improvement in stzff and the instructional pro-
cess; and 3) those concerned with some dimension of the social process
or the child's personal non=academic functioning. In addition, there
were some miscellaneous objectives, One proposal listed nine objectives,
while four districts had as few as two.

The most consistent concern expressed was with the objectives
related to social and personal processes; 16 of‘the 19 districts had at
least one objective in this area. Two of the districts listed all of
their objectives in the social and personal areas; This area was de=-
fined by 10 districts in terms of improvingvinterrelationships within
the triad of school-home=and. community. Other consistent emphases.were
on reducing conflict and for improving adjustment among children ( 8 districts)
and on fostering integration, Seven districts specifically_mentioned
integration. Since integration is a goal of the Open Enrollment program,

. almost by definition, many districts did not state it specifically.

There was also consistent concern with academic improvement, most
frequently stated in terms of reading. Fourteen‘of the 19 proposalsvmade
some reference to academic improvement, with ten‘specifying reading im-
provement. No other specific academic component was mentioned by more
than ‘three districts. |

Twelve districts 1isted ac least ‘one objective within the thixrd
area, instructional and guidance processes- the provision of guidance
services most often noted. Of the remaining objectives, the use  or re-

g cognition,of paraprofessionals were stated in more than three proposals.<
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CHAPTER III

“THE EVALUATION PLAN

OVERVIEW

The overall plan for this evaluation had three major foci.

First, we sought to conduct what might be called a "legal coﬁmitment
evaluation;" that is, an evaluation of the extent to which thevprogrﬁm
elements, as specified in all ﬁhe district proposalé, ﬁere in fact imple=-
mentedf‘ This was done by develéping an iqstfumgnt‘called the Principal's
Implementation Inventory, for the principals of every school designated

in each district proposal as recéiving some se:vice, supply, or staff
througﬁ the district Open Enrollment proéram. Thié In§entofy_was_dis-
tributed to the entire principal population of both_districts and
schools.1 | ‘

The otbe; two foci involved a sample of the districts'ﬁhich had
active Open Enrollment programs. A sample of six districts was-selecte&
through the sampling procedure discussed later iﬁ this cﬁapter; and
within these districts 16 elementary, eight junior high schoois,bapd
four special projects were selected as sites fér further studya.

The second evaluation focus Qas to assess "particiﬁanﬁ reaction;"
that is, the reaction of five groups of participants: bhildren,‘mothers,
teachers, principals, and &istfict Title I coordiﬁétors, Children and

mothers were asked, through the Student's Questionnaire and Mother's

This instrument and return rate are diséussed in the Instrument section
following. ‘ s ' o -




Questionnaire to give some overall reaction to the program, looking
back over their total experience with the program.1

Teachers, principals, and district Title I coordinators were

asked to comment on specifics of the program as it functioned within

their school or district. A Teacher's Questionhaire, informal interviews

i)
¥
m

with the T;tle‘I qoordinators in the sample districts and the Principal's
Implemenfation Inventory were used to gather this information.

The third focus of this study was on thg quality of the pro-
gram as it was implemented in the sample schools, For this, teams
of professional and non-professional obsérvers were sent to visit and
observe classes in the sample schools. The observers soughtlto see
éﬁe school's normal functioning, with particulaf emphasis'on the Open

Enrollment program.

THE SAMPLE OF DISTRICTS AND SCHOOLS
A two step process was deﬁeloped to select the sample for this
evaluation. First districts Qere selected; then, within these dis=-
tricts, schools were chosen.

The Samglé of Districts

The proposals from the 19 districts receiving funds for the de-
centralized Open Enrollment program were divided into two groups based

on whether or not the budget was in excess. of $150,000. Nine districts

1For children in an Open Enrollment program for more than two years, and
for the mothers of these children, the Open Enrollment referent cuts
across the current decentralized programs and includes the earlier cen-
tralized program. This was recognized by evaluation project-staff but we
preferred the longer view and we did not feel it feasible to ask the
children and their mothers to limit their comments to the last year or two.

2The reader is reminded that not all schddls in each:distfiCt,were'épm-
mitted to implementing the identical program. Therefore, the observers i
Q identified their‘observationélgsites'$eparate1y,for each school. :

. 418
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submitted proposals budgeted at less than $150,000, and ten districts

submitted programs budgeted in excess of $150,000.

From the 19 districts, a total of six (approximately one~-third)

{

was decided upon, three from each group.g The selection of the six
sample districts was made by the evaluatfonrstaff who attempted to
choose districts which not only had varied emphases in their program
statement, but which also had innovative program elements. Thus, we
selected a district with many elements to its program; a program with
few elements, and a district which planned a multi-media program, one
of the newer educational approaches,

Obviously, this procedure was deliberate rather than random,

and was used in the belief that given the small size of the strata, and

the diversity of the program emphases, random selection methods would

have been satisfying a research principle but might have sacrificed the -

opportunity to place the evaluation efforts in those districts where
we might learn things of general interest to_all districts'planning
future programs., H |

All six sample districts invited to participate agreed to do so,
and the initial'interQiew with the district Title I coordinator was
completed on schedule, Similarly, the'sample of eight'junior high
schools in these six districts agread to participate. -However,nthe
implementation of the evaluation in the elementary schools was impeded
by the reluctance of several elementary school principals in the sample
"districts to participate, They were loathe to‘permit'their schools to

serve as data collection s1tes because, they said, the evaluating

agency was the Center,for Urban Education.1 “We. were told by ten dif-

1As will be discussed in the chapter on the Principal's Implementation
Inventory, reluctance to participate for this reason was a citywide
phenomenon, It is discussed here in.terms of the sample districts
only because this section concerns that sample. S jlf)

. e
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ferent principals that they, and their professional association, the
Elementary School Principals Association, had taken issue with several
educational positions taken or implied in Cénter publications, (the

Urban Review was most often mentioned), Moreover, they considered the

Center to be biased against the administrative staff of the public
schools, Gifen this professionél disagreeﬁent, they did not wish to
cooperate with, or be a part of, this evaluation,

Despite strong and consistent support from the Bureau of Educational
Research of the Board of Education requesting their participation in this
study, in one district no principal of an elementary school would agree,
In a second district only one elementary school prinéipal would cooperate,
The same reluctance was found in an alternate district selected for the
totally non-cooperating district, The final sample of elementary
sch;ols thus involveé only five of the six‘distriéts.

Selectipg échools within the districts with small budgets was
not a problem, since typically thefé wére no more than one or two pafti-
cipating schools in each district. Within the threevlargér bﬁdgef dis=~-
tricts where more schools participated, the?sample schools were chosen
to représent the number of children admittedvuhder'the Oéen Enrollment.

. program. All elementary and junior high schools in the large budget dis-
tricts wéfe ranked:on the basis of tﬁe number of children indicated és
vOpen Enroliment childfen in 16 district proposals, The tﬁovsample schools
were selected to represent a relatively small and relatively large number
of.Open Enrollment children. In one district the;e_weré so many elementary
schqolslin the district progtaﬁ thét‘a thifdbs¢Hool repfesent;pgt;hev

district median number of ad@issions was selected.

. =0
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In two of the sample districts, a special program, an Evening
Guidance Center, was studied.

In summary, nine elementary and eight junior high schools
participated, involving five districts at the elementary, and six at
the junior high school level,

The Programs In The Sample Districts

The program objectives specified in the proposals of the six
sample districts represented good coverage of the list of objectives
in Table II-1. All four categories of objectives, including the
"other' category, were represented; the objectives stated in the pro-
posals of the six sample districts included at least one reference to
18 of the 24 (75 percent) specific objectives listed., The sample
districts' proposals d;d'not include the following objectives:
improvement and Jor remediation in arithmetic or mathematics; the prévi-
sion of small group instruction; science learning; speech and speaking
ability; Eﬁglish as a second language; and the provisibn of multi-

ethnic materials,

THE OBSERVATIONAL VISITS
This evaluation included both professionals and non-professionals
on the observational teams,

The Professional Members of the Teams

The special competenciés sought in the professional members of
the observation team were determined by the diétricts"proposals.‘ Each
district's major emphasis, as stated in the prop@sa}, was theﬁbasiS'for
selectiﬁg the,pfoféssional observers. One professional was desigﬁated»

team leader.
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Eleven different professional observers were used. There were
five experts in the instructional areas at the elementary and secondary
level; four experts in guidance, counseling and psychological services;
one expert in social-and community services, and a professional in
multi-media instruction. Eight of these people were on the faculties
of three different colleges, and a ninth was on the staff of a residen-
tial treatment center, Eight of them had had previous experience with

evaluations of Title I programs,

The Non-Professional Members of the Team

a, Recruitment

It waa necessary to recruit parent observere for the 1969-70
Enrollment evaluation, An attempt was made to find out whether other
evaluators had used non-professional personnel to evaluate professional
functioning. Letters to the Office of Economic Opportunity, the. Bureau
of Indian Affairs, and to a past president of the United Parents Assoc~-
iation yielded no relevant informationm. It was then decided that the
sample schools' Parents Associatione would:be asked for their help. A
letter was sent to 12 sending and receiving school Parente Associations
informing them of the nature of our evaluation, the conditione of work,
and the one restriction that a candidate cou1d not be an employee of
the Board of Education, and asking them to recommend an observer, 0n1y
four responses were received Therefore, an a1ternate plan was
adopted, in which the United Parents Association was asked to refer
potential parent observers. This procedure succeeded in recruiting

an additional seven parent observers, of whom five actua11y served.

v
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b. Descriptive Information

The non~professionals were all parents, and most had children
in schools in a sending or receiving school in the decentralized
Open Enrollmen; program. Except in one instance when an error occurred,
no parent was sent to observe in a school attended by her child.

All of the parent observers were women, and of the nine who
served, seven were wﬂite and two black, All were at least high school
graduates, with two holding Bachelor's degrees and one a Master's.
Many had previous work experience, and all (by unanimous agreement of
the evaluation staff with whom they met) were interested in, and com=~
mitted te, public education.

c. Briefing and Supervision

Before any of the parent observers made school visits, they were

invited to small group briefing sessions. During these sessions two

members of the evaluation staff went over all the instruments to be

used; explained the procedures to be followed, and answered any questions
the parents had, Once school visits were underway, the evaluation staff
Qas always available for answering additional questions.

The Structure and Scope of the Visits

For. the observational school visits, four-member teams were
formed consisting of two professionals and two non~professionals.
Both parents and professional observers were asked to arrange Eheir
class visits so that the parent observer was always accompanied By a
professional observer. Individual specialists, for single visits,
were scheduled as required by the nature of the district program.

Beginning in March and continuing through early June the teams visited

- 23



15

the sample schools at about one to two week :l.ntervals.1 To establish
continuity, one team was assigned to each of the sample districts and
that team made all of the visits in the d:l.st:r:l.ct.2

Thg design fof this evaluation called for an average of f&ur ob~
servational visits in the small budget districts, and six visits in Ehe
larger budget districts., The observational team Judged whether fewer or
more visits were necessary., 1In practice the anticipated schedule proved
reasonable, In both of the smaller budget districts participating, four
observaticnal visits were completed. In two of the three larger budget
districts, six visits were made; in the third larger budget district
énly three visits were completed, since the team qonsidered additional
visits would serve no useful purpose.

A total of 85.5 observer days were spent in the sample schools on
these 23 visits, 40,5 days in elementary schools, 34 days in junior.high

schools and 11 days in special facilities or programs.

INSTRUMENTS AND DATA GATHERING PROCEDURES
A total of nine instruments was used in this evaluation:

1. Interview Guide for Coordinators

2, Principal's Implementation Inventory

3. Teacher's Questionnaire ,

4. Basic Individual Lesson Observation Report (ILOR)
for Professional Observers _ :

S. Basic Individual Lesson Observation Report
for Parent Observers :

6. Interaction Pattern Analysis for Professional Observers

7. Building and School-Wide Observations

8. Mother's Questionnaire

9. Student Questionnaire

Copies of all instruments used appear in Appendix B, which provides

the content but not the layout of the instruments,

%Absences reduced teams to fewer than the full complement of four members
in six of the 23 visits. ' '

2In some instances an observer, served on more than one observational team.
When this happened the observer made all of the visits scheduled For each
of the teams to which he was assigned. ‘ -
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Informal Interview Guide for Title I Coordinatoxs

In December and January, the Title I coordinators of each of the
six sample districts were interviewed individually by a member of the
evaluation staff, in order to scquire an understanding of the nature of
the programs in these districts, and to obtain the coordinators’ per—
ceptions of how the district program was. being implemented;

Three coordinetors relied exclusively upon their own knowledge
of the programs in their districts; the other three called upon-princi—
pals, reading supervisors, guidance counselors, or other consultants,
to supplement their own knowledge. In two instances these consultants
were invited to be present throughout'the interview, and in the third
they were available for further discussion after the interview with
the coordinator.,

These interviews were necessarily unique to eaeh district since
the interview focused on the implementation of the district proposal.
However, all six coordinators ﬁere asked three common questions., First,
tney were asked if the objectives stated in the program proposal had
been amended in any way. Second, they were asked 1f the program was
underway. Finally, they were asked about the receipt of the personnel,

materials and supplies specified in the program proposal,

Principal's Imglementation Inventorz

This instrument was a highly structured questionnaire, intended
to serve four purposeS‘ 1) to identify the role each principal played
in the development of the . district Open Enrollment proposal and his

perception of the most effective timetable for proposal development-
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2) to provide a description of the population of the school for both
the 1968-69‘and the 1969-70 school year in terms of grade register,
clags size, and specifically of voluntary and mandated Open Enrollment
children; 3) to identify the kinds of personnel, equipment and supplies
provided to the school under the program, as well as any other or
additional personnel, equipment or supplies the principal felt he
lacked; and 4) to describe the extent of parental and community involve-
ment with the school.

This inventory was mailed to the principals of 240 elementary
and iunior high schools listed as Open Enrollment receiving schools in
the 19 district propbsals. The mailing elicited a flood of complaints
and refusals to respond. Principals of schools receiving few, or no,
services funded through the Open Enrollment program saw no reason to
£111 out an extensive questionnaire to report that they received little
or no service. We agreed, and suggested to them that a simple note to
this effect would suffice., The refusals centered around the “boycott"
against the evaluation agency referred to earlier, After sevéral days
of discu;sion, some principals.agreed to complete the Inventory.

Invearly April, a second mailing went out with a cover letter
from Dr. Samuél D. McClelland, Director of th; Office of Educational
Research, enlisting the cooperation of the schools. In order to en-
courage as high a rate of return as possible, the Evaiuation’Chairman
also sent a letter giving schools the options of either filiing‘out the
Inventory as completely as possible, or indicating that they had only
fractional servicesﬁ or sending a letter saying that they were not an

Open Enrollment receiving school,

M
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By May 26th, a total of 117 responses of some kind ( a 49 percent
return) had been received from 18 of the 19 districts. There was no
response at all from 124 schools, Of these 117, 81 were completed or
partially completed Inventories, 16 were letters or Inventories indi-
cating only fractional services, and 20 were lettefs indicating that
the principal did not consider his school an Open‘Enrollment receiviﬁg
school, Of the 81 schools that submitted completed questionnaires, 21
were junior high schools and 60 were elementary schools, Of 16 schools
sending reports of fractional services, two were junior high schools
and 14 wvere elementary schools.

Since the returns include schools in 18 of the 19 distriégg,

the data do serve to accomplish the research purposes of the Inventory,

" although on a sampling rather than the total population basis antici-

pated,

Teacher's Questionnaire

The Teacher's Questionnaire was a simple one-page instrument
consisting of five free-response ques%ions, and an oPportunity for
additional comments. The five questions were intended to identify
those aspects of the district program of which teachers were aware in
their school, and their evaluation of the Open Enrollment program as
it functioned in their school. Specifically, they were asked to dis-
cuss the program's effec;iveness; strengths and weaknesses, and to
suggest improvements. The questionnaire was to be mailed directly
back to the evaluation office.

The Teachef's Questionnaire wﬁs placed in the letter ques of
all 639 teachers in eachvdé%éive eleﬁenta:y schools and five junior

high schools which were chosen on the basis of their relatively large

C . 2)’:’
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Open Enrollment registers, Despite the brevity of the instrument only

61 were returned, The return rate of 9.5 percent makes the information

suggestive at best,

Basic Individual Yesson Observation Report (ILOR):
For Professional Observers

This instrument was used by the professional members of each ob-
servation team. It was adapted from the ILOR used in several previous

evaluations.1 For this evaluation, the questions centered on five areas:

T, L

1) a description of the lesson observed in terms of who taught it, its
content and methodology; 2) teacher functioning as reflected in the
planning, use of materials, ability to e1icit pupil response and parti-
cipation, c1asaroom climate and atmosphere, and effectiveness of teaching
style and method; 3) children's reactions, responses and participation;
'4) inter-class interactions; and 5) overall appraisal of the lesson,
and specifically its strengths and weaknesses., For those districts
- which emphasized remedial reading services, additional items were added
for the reading specialist on the observational team. These items asked
for.descriptions and evaluations of the techniques used in the remedial
reading groups. |
A total of 135 lessons was observed by the professional members
of the observation team, 70 at the elementary,'and 65 at the juniOr high
school level, In addition, 40 remedial‘reading.lessons were observed,
21 at the elementary level and 19 at the junior‘high'school level. The

70 elementary level lessons most often observed were: reading 35 (50 per-~

cent), mathematics 7 (10 percent), social studies 5 (7 percent) English

and language arts 6 (9 percent).

0 _ ‘

The tcchnical aspects of this instrument are discussed at length in the
report of the evaluation of the More Effective Schools Program, The

Q. Center for Urban Education, DeceEEer 1968, ‘
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Basic ILOR: For Parent Observers

The parent observers completed a briefer version of the ILOR
intended to elicit a description of the lesson (who taught it, the con-
tent, the kind of grouping, if any)- the children's reactions and res-
ponses; and their nyote" as to whether or not they would like their
", ., ., child to be in this class even if he had to be bused to attend?"
Parent members of the team observed 109 lessons. |

Interaction Pattern Analysis:
Observation Team

In an effort to obtain some quantitative estimate of the nature
of the interactions among children in the classroom, professional and
parent observers were asked to indicate on a chart or matrix, the
. frequency of interactions observed among children, considering sex
and ethnic status (White, Black, Spanish speaking, and other).

Interaction patterns were completed for 114 lessons.by professiona1
observers at the elementary level, and for 45 at the junior high school
level. The patterns were completed by parent observers for 101 1essons.
38 at the elementary, and 63 at the junior high school 1eve1.

The original plan was for each obserVer, professional and parent,
to fill out three interaction matrices during each observed 1esson.

The first of the interaction matrices was to be fi11ed out during a five
minute period at the start of a lesson, the second during a five minute
period in the middle of a lesson, and the third toward the end of the
jesson. If the observer could not handle a11 the instruments in the .
course of one lesson, he was free to omit one or more of the interaction

matrices,

1,
s
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Building and School=Wide Observations:
Observation Team

Each member of the observational team was also asked to complete
a Building and School-Wide Observation form at the end of the observa-
tional day. This form was intended to provide the evaluation staff
with ratings of the physical characteristics and facilities of -the
building (i.e., lunchroom, library, science jaboratories), and the over-
all atmosphere of the school,

In all, 33 Building and School-Wide Observation forms were com=~

pletéd by professional members of the observation team in 16 elementary
and 17 junior high schools. Parent observers completed 24, in 14

elementary and 10 junior high schools.

Mother's Questionnaire

Dufing prior evaluations of the centralized Open Enrollmept
program a variety of efforts to elicit responses from parents had not
succeeded in producing any substantial response. Since the effort had
not been made in the previous year of the decentralized program, it was
decided to try again this year,

A brief questionnaire was developed and §rinted on the back of
a 5" x 8" postcard. The questionnaire asked the child's mother to rate
her‘satisfaction with her child's progress, anﬁ to describe the extent
of her participation in Parents Associations and of her visits to school,
In addition, the Mother's Questionnaire for children being bused under
the district Open Enrollment program asked whether or not the parent

had requested the transfer.1

1The reader.ié reminded that the responses to this instrument cut across
the two years of decentralized'Open Enrollment programs and the preceding
years of the centralized program. : '

3
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The questionnaire was distributed in four elementary schools and
five junior high schools, while the Pupil Questionnaires (discusséd
below) were being administered,1 In the elementary schools, Form S of
the Open Enrollment Mother's Questionnaire was distributed to those
children who indicated that they took the school bus to school. All
other children were given the alternate Form R for receiving school
mothers, Junior high.school pupils received an Open Enrollment Mother's
Questionnaire if they indicated that they had ridden the school bus in
elementary school; if they had not, they received reéeiving school
Mother's Questionnaires, In all, 173 Open Enrollment Mother's Question-
‘naires and 361 receiving school Mother's Questionnaires were distributed.
Of these, 17 questionnaires were received from mothers of children
being bused and 80 were received from mothers of children in the receiving

schools,

Student Questionnaire
Student opinion was obtained by simply asking children in sample
junior high schools to describe their experiences while attending a
school in which some children came from other districts.2
The questionnaire was distributed to a total of 302 children ig
three classes in each of five junior high schools, chosen becaﬁse of

relatively high registers of Open Enrollment children. Responses were

1
One elementary school principal requested that the forms not be dis-
tributed and his request was honored.

zThe reader is reminded that the responses to.this instrument also cut
across the two years of decentralized Open Enrollment programs and the

preceding years of the centralized program. '
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received from 103 students in five different junior high schools. Of
these, 61 were received from resident children and 42 from those who
had been bused at some point in their school career, and 167 handed in

blaﬁk sheets,
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CHAPTER 1V
FINDINGS: PERCEPTIONS OF DISTRICT TITLE I

COORDINATORS, PRINCIPALS, AND TEACHERS

This chapter presents the findings from the interviews with the
Title I coordinator of each of the six sample districts, the responses
of principals to the Principal's Implementation Inventory, and the

responses of the teachers to the Teacher's Questionnaire,

PERCEPTIONS OF TITLE 1 COORDINATORS

As noted earlier, the six district Title I coordinators were
. interviewed individually to obtain their perceptions of the implementa-
tion of the district program. Since three coordinators asked others
(e.g., principals, reading supervisors, guidance counselors) to supplement
their own knowledge, this‘section will differentiate the coordinators'

views from the views of these consultants,

Personnel, Materials and Equipment

With one minor exception‘the coordinators said that they had
received the personnel requested; one coordinator said he had received
the personnel he requested, but that he had requested fewer than he
desired because of limitations on the amount of money available for
salaries. He felt that he could use more people, and added that the
formula for paying the district for Open Enrollment children was out of
date since salaries had increased aince the laat change in the formula.

In the opinion of the coordinators, the situation in regard to

materials and equipment was far less‘satisfactory, Last year s materials
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were still being delivered in some districts. One coordinator thought

he had received everything requested in the 1969-70 proposal1 and that
was because he had funds avaiiable to commit for early ordering. One
coordinator was not sure what had been received. The four others in-
dicated that since formal approval of the program budget had not yet
been feceived, ordering was just getting under way. These fouf dis-
tricts were using material and equipment left over from the previous

year or on hand in the school, and were planning to replace it when

their orders came through.

Parent and Community Involvement

All of the proposals made reference to greater parent and community
involvement and five of the six coordinators agreed that parental iﬁ-
volvement was important, but nobody was really satisfied with the.degree
of involvement achieved. The coordinators pdinted out that the schéols
were using a variety of means to ensure parent involvement, including
teas, workshops, a parent clinic that provided assistance with health,
welfaré, housing and other problems, and evening facilities to encourage
parents to come to the school and participate 1in its activities, Guidance
counseloré held workshops with somé parents and in two districts both

children and their parents were involved in the corrective_reading pro-

gram. However, even the effort to employ‘paraprofessionals from the

~The feader is reminded that these interviews were conducted in December
and January. :
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sending communities, and in this way bring out~-of-district parents
into the schools, was not always successful in attrécting parents from
sending areas. Despite everyﬁhing, the coordinators felt that parent
participation, and in particular participation by sending school

parents, was still inadequate.

Problems With Fuhding

All of the coordinators brought up some aspect of the funding
problem. One pointed cut that the district proposal was tailored to
a budget rather than to its‘needs. Another, as noted above, made
references to the obsolescence of the fbrmula for paying the district
for receiving Open Enrollment children. All of the céordinators felt
that their 1nab111t§ to order materials and supplies early enough
posed a very serious problem: because they had not yet received final
program approval they could not send in their orders.

Everybody felt that the sequence and timing of the whole program
was much too late and resulted in problems in planning and staffing
as well as in ordering materials. One district Title I coordinator
said that although they had managed to employ a fine gﬁidance
counselor, the timing problem had caused them to lose the.opportunity

to employ the person who was their first choice.

Recoggendations of Coordinators
The six coordinators made a number of recommendations as a
result of their experiences with the program. One principal called in

by the coordinator suggested that the Center For Urbarn Education make
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its evaluation without any preconceived ideas, He went on to suggest
that evaluation should be part of project planning and that represen-
tatives of the evaluation team should sit down with district staff

to work out the proposals. Another coordinator suggested that funding
be for a longer'period of time in order to achieve continuity and to
make it poésible for the district to plan for a two or three year
period.

The coordinator who was concerned w;th the funding formula
recommended that funding be based on $150 per Open Enrollment pupil
rather than on the present formula of $100. Still another coordinator
recommended, as a solution to the materials problem, that each district
should receive an advance of five to seven percent of its project
money several monthslbefogsﬁphe school year, so supplies can be ordered
far enough in advance to be available at the beginning of the year.
All coordinators agreed on the necessity for eérlier funding in order
to have adequate time for planning and recruitment as well as ordering.
Dates from January on were mentioned as appropriate starting dates

for work on the proposal with final approval no later than June.

_ PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS
The perceptions of principals reported here come from the
Principal's Implementation Inventory. In addition to the questions

about personnel and serviceé that their school received under the

district Open Enrollment program, the Principal's Implementation

Inventory included questions intended to obtain the principalls
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perceptions of his role in the development of the district proposai,
and the ideal time schedule for the diffeignt stages of proposal
development, k

In total, 97 Principal's.Implementation Inventories were re-
turned, 81 completed and 16 partially completed., These 97 respondents
represent 18 of the 19 districts with Open Enrollment'programs, and in-
volve 71 elementary and 26 junior high schools. Since the number of
respondents for each specific question varied more widély than is usual
on a questionnaire, the number responding to each question was used as
the base for the computation of percentages, and that referent number

will be indicated in the discussion of each question.

The Preparation of the District Proposal

Seventy of the total 97 respondents answered the question asking
for a description of their role in developing the district proposal for
the Open Enrollment program. Three noted that they had becoﬁe principal
at the beginning of the year, and so could have had no role; 41 wrote
in the word ''mone' in response to this!question. Undoubtedly these
figures are a minimum estimate of the extent of non-participation by
the principals, for if one assumes that all the 27 principals who left
this question blank also had no role to report, non-participation rises
to 70 percent (68 of 97). The 26 who indicated some iole iepresent ten
different districts. There was one district iﬁ which participation had
been outstanding; of 12 respondents, 11 indicated papticipation in pro=-
posal development. Other than this one distriét, there was only one
other in which more principals indicated participation than.thevnumber

indicating non-participation.
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These 26 principals had primarily been resource people for the
proposal in their districts. Eight principals used the identical
phrase: ''ideas for recycling the program were discussed at a District
conference.'" Six principals reported suggesting specific services to
be provided or problems with which the.proposal should deal, and two
principals provided statistical data needed for the proposal. Six
other prinéipals reported a role more concerned with implementation
than development, by noting they conducted orientation sessions for
teachers and/or parents.

Although not many principals had participated in developing
the proposal, most (81 percent) felt that they were familiar with it,
either "to some extent" (37 percent) or "completely' (44 percent).
One principal in five (19 percent of the 75) who responded to this
question reported tﬁat he was '"nmot familiar' with the district pro-
posal, It is a serious matter when, by mid-year, one in five prin-
cipals responsible for implementing some part of a program reports no
familiarity with the proposal for that program.

Table IV-1 below summarizes the principals' views about the
ideal time cycle for developing Open Enrollment program proposals,
The respondents Qere asked to indicate the "ideal beginning time' for
the seven aspects of program dévelopment liste&, and for the latest
final date of funding.

A glance down the two columns at the right side of the table
makes clear that-few principals felt that beginning work on any of
these aspects could properly be delayéd béyond the end of the year pre-

ceding implementation. “The one major exception are those who felt that

. ‘a8 -



30

e ro e el s e A PR

~ *uopgequemsTdut

Jo xeaf ayg Jo TTady o3 Azenusf pofsad 9yj U POZTTBUTS 8q PTNOD Sutpuny pegseddus qusdzad BATI 4

o5 0 T 02 €€ €€ 8 99 - Buypung o3
9% TBUTL 389397 °H
0 €1 g 2n 12 9 ot 29 sTauorssajodared *¢
0 f T I of 8 ot 89 :  squaxed °2
0 L 9 64 12 L ot 99 © BJI9YoBAL ‘T
_ ‘UJTH SUOTSSSG UOTHBIUSTIO *@
0 2 € €e 6€ T 9 €9 JJyeas Teuotssagoadeteg *g
0 T T €e ot 61 9 69 Jye3s Teuoysssjoxd °T
+ JO quauTNIO_Y *
0 0 T €t LE TH 8 89 quandnby pus
soprddng Butaapao ‘g
%0 %0 gt Y5 e %ok %01 g9 Sutwmrexdord pue BuTUUBTd ‘Y
19987 °300 *Sny eunp  cady  °gad °300  3upuodsay AYTATYOY
g oaoN  /eadeg /Rmp  JReW  /exe [caoN [3des I3quIy
uotgBjuauaTduT uotgyequawsTdul JuTpedadd Jeax
Jo awa}

: §B), W], SUTUUTJed TBIPI JuUTABS JuUadIad

SHOVINTONHES NI ‘INFWIOTHAHC TYSOJOMd J0 SIDAISY DIAIOALS

T-AL TIEVL

NIDEd 0L HWLIL TVHAI 40 NOLIJID¥Ad STYdINI¥A




31

the "orientation sessions with paraprofessionals' could be begun either

during the summer (8 percent), or at the beginning of the year of im-

plementation (13 percent).
Two activities were felt by the principals to require the
earliest beginning. Forty percent felt that planning and programming

should begin no later than February of the year before implementation,

and half (49 percent) believed thaf supplies and equipment must be
ordered by that time. The other activities, including recruiting and
 orienting staf@.and final fundingwcould be delayed until after February,
but between one-third and one-half of the principals believed that even
these activities should be begun no later than April of the year pre-

ceding implementation.

Staff Supplied by Program

a. Numbers Proposed and Provided
Data on the staff supplied to schools through the district Open
Enrollment program wefe obtained from a-summary listing of staff supplied

by the Office of State and Federally Assisted Programs (OSFAP) of the

Board of Education. In the Principal's Implementation Inventory principals

were asked to indicate the total number of teachers and-paraprofessionals_

provided for, and in the‘same instrument they were asked to indicate the
number‘provided by position, e.g., corrective reading teacher, art
teacher, and so on.

The data pfovidgd by elementary school prin;ipals when asked to
indicate the totai numbers of teachers and paraprofessioﬁals v, . . pald

from Open Enrollment funds,'" had little relationship to the data‘provided

A ‘ - 491\
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when they were asked to indicate, position by position, the number of

". « « special personnel z;hidE7 have been assigned to your school to
implement the Open Enrollment program."1 The elementary level principals
reported 75 percent more teachers by position than they reported by
total; for paraprofessionals the number reported by position was almost
twice as great as the total number reported. The junior high school
principals' reports were equally unreliable for téachers, but were
accurate for paraprofessionais.

Two findings are clear from these data: First, that the elementary
school principals responding were not completely certain in their own
minds as to who on their staff was paid by Open Enrollment program funds;
and second, that at the eleméntary level principals generally said that
they recei?ed more teachers and paraprofessionals than the OSFAP list
indicated. At the junior high school level, principals generally in-
dicated that they had received fewer teachers and paraprofessionals than

:I.nd:l.cated.2 In either case, the data indicate a clear need for improved

In retrospect, the evaluation staff realizes that the subtle difference
in wording between the two questions was an error. It opened up the
possibility that a school receiving additional staff paid by regular
district lines because it was asked to implement the Open Enrollment
program, could properly have included these staff in the second question,
The numbers of staff involved in this kind of misinterpretation, however,
could not account for any significant part of these discrepancies. More
1likely, the structured listing by position either made the principal
aware, or suggested to him, that teachers in certain positions were paid
for by Open Enrollment funds. ‘ '

Both these generalizations are based on the way three of the four
possible comparisons come out at each level, i.e., comparing the OSFAP
1ist to the principals' total, and to the by-position data for teachers
and paraprofessionals. ' _— ‘
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communication between the OSFAP and the schools receiving services,

In 16 of the. 19 proposals, the number of staff by position was
inciuded in the distticts' proposals,

There is a reasonably close correspondence among the data for
teachers at the junior high school level from all three sources of
information (41.2 received, 42.2 proposed by districts, 45.4 by the
OSFAP listj. However, at the elementary level these principals re-
ported having more teachers paid by Open Enrollment funds (80.9) than
the proposals indicated would be provided (54.9), or the OSFAP list
noted (60.6). For paraprofessionals, the finding was reversed:; at the
elementary level principals reported about the same number (101,.8) as
the district proposals indicated would be provided (110.0); whereas,
at the junior high school level, fewer parap:ofessionals on staff were
indicated by princiﬁals (31.8) than was indicated in the proposals (68.0),
or on the OSFAP list (61.0).

Examination of the data indicates that the excess of teachers re-
ported by elementary school principals was even more discrepant than
the totals suggest, for the district and OSFAP list includes 10,3 and
9.0 teachers respectively provided to schools in which the principal
responded that he was not an Open Enro llment rgceiving school and/or was
receiving no services at all; This same phencmenon is apparent at the
junior high school level for paraprofessionals, five of whom were re-
ported as going to schools which disclaimed receipt of any services,

The conclusion from these data is that there is confusion between

the central staff at the Board of Education, the district staff responsible
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for the proposal and district program, and the principals of the
schools ultimately receiving services &8s to what personnel the Open
Enrollment program 1is supportipg.

Perhaps more important is the fact that while the data indicate
that the funds for staff-are being used to support the indicated ser-
vices, these staff do not seem to fit the model of new additional staff
specifically recruitéd to £fill roles within a program, Rather, as
noted in the 1968-69 evaluation of the program, these staff continue
to fit the model of services already on a school’s table of organization
before the program. The only new element is that the services are now
charged to the account of the budget for this program.

The evaluation staff raices the question of whether this is
fulfilling the spirit and intent of this decentralized Title I program,
to have ''service follow the child,” It woculd seem that almost by
definition, the addition to a school of children needing remedial and

supplementary services would require additional personnel,1 as several

principals also noted,

tb. Satisfaction with Paraprofessional Staff

One specific dimension of staffing was studied. Table IV-2
presents the proportions of principals who indicated their satisfaction
with the amount of paraprofessional help available for each of six

kinds of duties listed on the questionnaire.

The evaluation team sees the wisdom of using experienced staff already
in a school to implement these programs where possible, The point
raised here is not that specific teachers were already in the schools .
but that the specific positions were directed to providing the same
services, '
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TABIE IV-2

PERCENTAGE OF PRINCIPAIS INDICATING SATISFACTION

WITH EXTENT OF PARAPROFESSIONAL HELP AVAILABLE

BY DUTY OF PARAPROFESSIONAL

DUTY

Percent of Principals Selecting Option

I have

enough

I HAVE SOME,
but not
enough

I HAVE NONE,
but I would
like some

I HAVE NONE,
and I do not
see the need
for any for
the current
program

Qe

Supervise OE
children on
buses

Supervise OE
children
during lunch

Tutor OE
children on
a one-to-one
basis

Help in
instruction
of groups of
OE children

Help prepare
materials for
teachers

Make home
visits and/or
work with
parents of

OE children

68

72

71

69

68

70

o

15

4ot

58

27

31

38

23

32,

33.

65

57

70

10%



36

As is obvious, (and administratively traditional!) few principals
felt that tﬁey had enough paraprofessional help; only in terms of “"help
prepare materials for teachers' did more than ten percent of the respond-.
ents indicate that they had enough paraprofessionals. Similarly, only
once, in terms of “superviée Open Enrollment children on buses' did as
many as ten percent of the fespondents indicate that whiie they had no
paraprofessional he}é for this actiVity,'they saw no need fer any. For
supervision on the bus and at lunch,1 ﬁhe modal response was '"'I have
some, but not enough';whereas, for the other'activities; oqe-td-one
tutoring, group insfruction,'heiﬁ prepare teachef materials, and Open
Enrollment parent contacfs; the modal response was "I have none, but I
would like some."v This then is a clear area of expfessed need to which

those who develop future proposals should give attention.

c. Orientation of Staff and Parents

To a greater extent than in p;evious evaiuations of the Open
Enrollment and other Title I programs, the principals reportedfconsistent
efforts to orient staff and parents to the prograﬁ through short-term’
orientation sessions, workshops, and in-service frograms.

Only one principal in three or four2 reported no orientation

1When there was no paraprofessional help for lur.chroom supervision, the
principals reported supervision by lunchroom aides or teachers. Persons
in these two roles were used with equal frequency, and there were no
differences in the supervision reported for Open Enrollment or resident
children, ' ' o Ty N

2The number of respondents to this question varied from 64 to 72.
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efforts for parents (31 percentj, for paraprofessionals (27 percent),

or for teachers (23 percent). Not only did the large majority repoert

some orientation efforts, but two out of five reported '"continuing

sessions' with teachers (42 percent) and with paraprofessionals (46 percent):

one in five principals reported such sessions with parents (21 percent).

Materials and Supplies Provided by the Program

a. Those Provided, and Those Ordered but not Provided.

The Principalis Implementation Inventory included a question in-~
tended to serve two purposes, First, it was intended to determine if
tﬁe materials, equipment and supplies indicated in the districts'
proposals were, in fact, provided. Second, it was intended to provide
principals with the opportunity to indicate what, if any, materials and
equipment had been either ordered amd not received as of January, 1970,
or not ordered because of late funding.

The low response rate eliminated the possibility of realizing
the first purpose, since the district proposals presented total district
data on materials and equipment, and did not specify this information
for each receiving school. Thus, if some things were not received at
all by the responding principals, or were recelved in smaller quantities
than indicated for the district, it is perfectly possible that‘they were
received in the schools of the nonresponding principals. The one piece
of relevant data is the finding that of the 32 specific items or
categories of items which were to be purchased by at leaét one district,
some of the responding principals indicated receipt of 28 items or
categories. Thus, although these data do not provide a basis for a

generalization about quantity, they do indicate that the variety of
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jtems to be purchased were actually purchased,

Not one of the 117 responding principals indicated that there
were any materials or equipment that he was “unable to order'' because
of late funding. Thus, while there had been sufficient indication of
this problem in previous years to include the question it did not seem

to be a problem in 1969-70.

However, late funding still meant that there were orders which

" had not been received as of January 1970, One principal indicated that

he had not yet received an order for 15 of the 32 items listed in the
Inventory. Looked at by school, of the 81 principals who completed

the Inventory, 12 elementary school principals (in five districts) and
four junior high school principals (in two districts) indicated at
jeast one item which had not been received although ordered. Generally,
no one item of materials stood out as a problem; only four items,

phonographs, cassette=type tape recorders, £film strips, and reading

games, were noted by more than two different schools.
b. Satisfaction with Reading, Audiovisual,
and Science Equipment and Material .
Table IV=3 presents the principals' ratings of reading, audio=-

visual, and science equipment and materials based on five different
criteria. The distributions of responses for the three different kinds
of materials were essentiallj the same, so that one can.Speak generally,
The majority view was that they were “generally" or "always'' available

in sufficient quantities and on ttme§ were "always'" appropriate; of
"éuperior" (but not '‘very superior') quality; “easy to use," (but agsin,
not "very'"); that reading materials were “constantly' used, audiovisual

equipment '‘often' used, whereas sacience and laboratory equipment was

7

. i)
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TABLE IV-3

PRINCIPAIS' RATING OF
READING, AUDIOVISUAL, AND SCIENCE EQUIEMENT
MATERIALS AND SUTTEJES, IN PERCENTAGES

Ttem Rated:
Audio- Secience
Reading visusl and Lab.
Criteria Rating Materials Equipment Equipment
. = 29 N =28 ) N = 23

I. AVATIABILITY 1. Always easily
available in suf-
ficient quantities
and on time 35% 37% 38%

2. Generally available
in sufficient quan-

tities & on time 35 26 38
3. Obtaining sufficient

quantities a problem 17 15 10
L, Obtaining on time a -

problem 3 L L

5. Obtaining on time &
in sufficient quan-

tities both problems 10 18 10
IT. APPROFRIATE- l. Always appropriate :
NESS for our needs . 56% 61% 5%
2. Sometimes a.ppropria.te
for our needs L 39 35
3. Seldom appropriate ,
for our needs - - 6 ,
}y, Never appropriate : f
for our needs - - - ’
IIT. QUALITY 1. Very superior L4, &% 6%
2. Superior 63 T Ly
3. Average 33 46 50
L4, Inferior - - - :
5 Very inferior - - -
V. EASE OF 1. Very easy to use 10% 144, 149,
USE 2. Easy to use 76 75 67 ;
3. Somewhat difficult :
to use 10 7 h |
L4, Very difficult to : :
use L L 5
V. FREQUENCY 1. Constantly used 50% 25% - 25%
OF USE 2. Often used 43 57 35
o _ 3. Sometimes used 7 18 30
‘ ' . om N - - 10
ERIC et - - °
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equally likely to be rated as used 'constantly,' '"often," or '"sometimes,"
No principal felt that the materials were ever of "inferior" quality,
and only two felt ﬁhat they were ever ''seldom" or “never“ appropriate,
or used "seldom" or ‘''mever,"

Between one-qua¥ter and one~third of the principals felt that
there were problems in obtaining sufficient quantities of materials
early enough for most effective use; a greater proportion reported
this for reading and audiovisual materials than for science materials.
And between eleven and 19 percent of the respondents felt that the
materials were '"somewhat'! or '"'very'" difficult to use,.especially the

science and laboratory equipment.

c. Satisfaction with Current Budgetary Provisions
for Personnel, Materials and Supplies

Principals were asked whether or not there were additional per-
sonnel or additional supplies and materials which were needed by the
Open Enrollment program in their school, but which they had not re=-
quested because of budgetary considerations. A majority of the 81
principals responding to these questions indicated that budgetary re-
strictions had left them with additional needs for personnel (86 percent)
and for materials and supplies (64 percent).

Within the pefsonnel.area, four kinds of needs were identified
by at least one respondent in five, The clearest need was expressed
for additional paraprofessional help, a need stated by half (49 percent)
of the respondents with seven principals specifically noting that they
wanted the paraprofesgionals to assist on the bus ride to and from
school each day, The need for borrective reading teachers, guidance

counselors, and corrective mathematics teachers were mentioned by

S
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.32, 26 and 19 percent of the responding principals, Otﬁerwise, no one

kind of staff person was nnted by more than seven percent of the principals.
There was no consensus when asked about the specific supplies or

materials needed, At most, 26 percent of the principals noted the need

for more audiovisual materials and equipment without specifying any one

jtem or instrument, Similarly vague was the request for additional

“remedial" materials made by 14 percent of the respondents; or for

additional workbooks or texts in general, noted by 7 percent. WNo other

single item was mentioned by more than three principals,

Community Involvement in the
Open Enrollment Program

Principals saw a lot of room for improvement in the extent of
parental and community involvement in the activities of their school.
They also noted mbre involvement by the feceiving community and its
parents than by the sending school community and its parents. In fact,
the distribution of responses for the two kinds of communities were {

almost perfectly reversed., Where 68 percent of the principals saw

——

"jittle” (55 percept) or "no" (13 percent) participatibn by the sending
school community and parents, a similar proportion, 70 percent, saw
"some" (41 percent) or a ‘great deal"” (29 percent) of participation

sy the receiving school parents and community. To some extent, parent
involvement is a school rathexr than a district phenomenon. This is in-
dicated by the fact that in reference to both sending and receiving
communities, there were two districts in which at least one principal
indicated "no participation" while another principal indicatgd a

"great deal” of participation.

. 50
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Prihcipals were also asked for suggestions to improve "school-
parent and school=community cooperation.," Three kinds of suggestions
were made by as many as ten percent of the principals, Sixteen percent
suggested providing transportation and/or carfare to ease the travelling
between school and sending community; 14 percent suggested the creation
of a liaison position to be filled b& a family worker to serve as the
contact between the school and the sending community parents; and,
ten percent suggested conducting activities for the sending community
parents in the sending community itself, When asked for suggestions
about parental and community participation, 50 of the 54 suggestions
made by the principals specified the sending community, although the
question asking for suggestions did not.

Principals were also questioned about the extent to which para=
professionals on ﬁheir staff came from the sending school community,.

Of the 77 principals who answered, 65 said that they had paraprofessionals
k? staff; Of these 65, 12 percent reported that between one=fourth and
three=fourths of their paraprofessionals were from the sending

community, and 25 percent of the principals reported that morg-than
three=fourths of their paraprofessionals were. The remaining 63 percent
reported between none aud one-fourth of their paraprofessionals from

the sending schools' community.

Problems in Implementation

Asked to indicate any problems ''. . . encountered in the imple-
mentation of the Open Enrollment program in your school,'" 58 of the
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65 responding principals indicated at least one problem., These 58
principals represent 15 of the 18 districts from which responses
were obtained} Five problems were identified by btetween 14 percent
and 31 percent of the respondents. No other single problem was
noted by more than one percent of the respondents.

Tne problem noted most frequently was the effect of insufficient
and/or late funding on personnel, materials, or supplies. This prob-~
lem was noted by 39 percent of the principals, involving 25 schools
and eleven separate districts, Some principals expressed it as a
general problem, i.e., "we feel that the concept of 'services follow
the child' has not been implemented,' or ''we believe that the major
problem is that the Open Enrollment program has not been suppiemented
bj the kinds of services, mat=zrials and assistance that you have indi~
cated in your questionnaire, It is our conviction that we do a snperior
job with our Open Enrollment youngsters. However, the introduction of
these items would naturally enhance our efforts.'" At the extreme is
the principal who noted, "It appears that no additi0nai services or
materials were allocated for 1969-70 for the students in the program.
Whatever is here was here before and the program has beenistatic since
1963."

Next came two problems which were, in a sense, aspects of the
same problem: the inability to secure participation of sending schoolv
parents in school and parental activities, noted by 32 percent of the
respondents, and the difficulty of contacting a sending school parent
in the event a child became ill, or some other emergency need for con=-

tact arose, mentioned “by 20 percent of the principals. in seven

1In the three districts in Which no principal reported a problem,
responses were received from only three schools,

_‘Ci ”.iiiz é SR ; 5:f25; ;. o %ff}? %“‘ vp'é ‘fd
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instances the principal mentioned both aspects of the problem in his
response, This problem, too, cut across schools and districts; 27
different principals from 11 differen; districts mentioned one or both
aspects,

Problems concerned with the fact that the Open Enrollment cl'iildren
were bused came next in frequency. Fourteen (21 percent) different
principals from 10 districts méntionedvthat this resulted in a long day
for the children, lateness, disruptive behavior, and inability to parti-
cipate in afterschool activities. .As one principal said, 'Some children
from sending community are a distance from school and LIt i§7 not
feasible to provide corrective reading‘and tutorial work for them
because of bus schedules and family needs for children to be home immediately
after school.," The problem of disruptive behavior on the bus, was also
allied to the lack of personnel discussed before., While it was sometimes
stated without reference to personnel néeded, it was also noted that,

"We have often suggested that there be paid supervision on the buses
but this has never come to pass.,"

The last problem noted with any frequency, involyed the "inbrdinate
percentage of problems in the Qpen Enrollment population sept from the
sending school."” Although mentioned by principals of nine schools, this
was not a shared ébservation in the sense that the other four problems
were; all nine principals noting thié probleﬁ were from schools in
three districts in Brooklyn. Several of these nine responses implied
that the atypically high proportion of behavior problems occurred because
the ‘sending schools wanted it that way, i. e., “'severe discipline problems

are sent to the receiving school.” Others stated it directly, "Guidance
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cases and conduct cases were encouraged to apply for the Open Enrollment
program in our school. . . ," or, "Sending school violatés rules of
Open Enrollment program by sending children with guidance services
records which they coaceal."

It is of interest to note that in the first evaluation of the
Open Enrollment program conducted under Title I auspices in 1966,1
this was a frequent problem raised by receiving scﬁool-principals in
al} boroughs. That evalwation staff therefore invesfigated the school
bghé#i@ral records of children who entered the program and compared
them with a sample2 in terms of behavior in the sending school. The
data from this compafison led to the conclusion that, ". . . considering
only those unsatisfactories received in the sending scﬁool, both Open
Enrollment boys and girls had received fewer than the matched sample
children." It may be that this problem shoﬁld be restudied in those

districts in which principals have raised the quest:l.on.3

1Dav:l.d J. Fox, Free Choice Open Enrollment - Elementary Schools
(New York: Center for Urban Education, 1966) .

2The samples were matched on age, sex, and reading grade as of the

time the Open Enrollment child entered the Open Enrollment program.

31t was not done in this evaluation because the delay in obtaining
regponses from principals made the staff aware of this finding too
late in the year to effectively raise the possibility of adding
this to the official evaluation design. It was the staff's judgement
that, given the reluctant cooperation of principals in other phases
of this evaluation, it was unlikely that the school records needed
for this particular substudy would have been made available without
this official addition to the design. -
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It is also of interest historically, that this 1966 evaluation
also cited principals ae noting every one of the problems they have
raised in 1970, and in much the same order of seriousness. Clearly,

there has been limited success in eliminating these problems.

TEACHER PERCEPTIONS

Teachers within the six sample districts whose pupils were given
the Pupil Questionnaire were given the opportunity to comment upon
the program through the Teacher's Questionnaire, - Sixty-one teachers from
five elementary and four junior high schools sent the questionnaire
back. The reader is reminded that the response rate on the Teacher's
Questionnaire was only 9.5 percent, and so the data discussed below
are suggestive only.

The Teacher's Questionnaire asked the teacher to indicate the
aspects of the Open Enrollment program of which she was aware in her
school, to appraise the effectiveness of the program in her class, to
indicate the strengths'and weaknesses of the program, and to make

recommendations for next year,

Aspects Known

At both the elementary and junior high school level, the Open
Enrollment program meant ''extra staff" to the teachers responding.
They mentioned reading teachers, specialists in such areas as music
and science, or'guiﬁance personnel, Consiéteﬁt with the dominance
of reading among the proposal objectives, at both the elementary ard
junior high school level, additional positions devoted to ingtruction
in reading were the single moqt frequent aspect of the program mén= -

tioned by teachers.
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Other than the additional staff, the teachers referred to
special programs instituted in the school or additional materials or

supplies

Effectiveness and Strengths of Program

At both the elementary and junior high school levels the teachers
who responded appraised the Open Enrollment program in their classes
positively., Only five (3,2)1 of the 54 who responded to this question
appraised it negatively, and seven others (5,2) expressed neutral or
non-committal appraisals. None of.the responses was strongly negative,
The other 42 respondents were eigher positive (13,12), or what we con-
sidered strongly positive (7,10). |

Asked to specify the strengths of the prograw, teachers most
often referred to 1ntegration (7,11) no%ing "Opportunity for c¢hildren
of different backgrounds to share experiences and 1e5rﬁ together," or
for ". . . interaction of the children who might ogherwise never have
contact with either race." And moreover, as one teacher said, "it
destroys myths: when a child of any color is hurt he cries, bleeds, is
moody, etc. The children notice this, they have more in common than
they are different,”" (Respondent's underlining)

Other strengths noted by the teachers were the individual help
providedlthe Open Enrollment children through the program (3,4), the
small classes (2,4), and the atmosphere of the receiving school 3,2).

"One major strength is that the children are in a school in which

1The first number in the parenthesils refers to the number of elementary
school respondents, the second number to the junior high school
respondents,
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there are few disciplinary problems and social problems. Those around
the open enrollee want to learn, The open enrollee 'catches' the spirit,

places an added value on education and tries harder."

JJeaknesses of the Program

There were three weaknesses wiich were noted by more than five
teachers: the lack of some special personnel needed in the school, such
as guidance staff, or corrective teachers in reading and mathematics
(5,6); the travel time for the children (5,5); and the difficulty in
establishing any teacher=Open Enrollment pare=mt communication (7,4).
Despite the relatively few replies and the few schools involved, these
three, and the lesz frequent teacher responses essentially parallel ed
the range of problems discussed by the principals on the Implementation
Inventory. Also interesting was the fact that in two instances teachers
who noted the integration aspect of thébprogram as a strength, also |
noted a different dimension of the racial aspect as a weakness; one
noting that "in many subtle ways, the black child is reminded of his
being different, and the dominance of the white culﬁure surrounds him,
He is not being helped to find his identity and be ﬁroud of it (respondentfs
underline). The other teacher said that the program ''isolates the children

and points up the racial barrier."

Recommendations and Other Comments

As typically happens with these two questions, the recommendations
made by the teachers were the programmatic interpretatioﬁs of the
weaknesses they noted, Thus, they suggested ways of improving teacher=
school and Open Eﬁrollment parent interaction (9,6),’and recommended

holding some PTA meetings in the sending neighborhoods, and home visits

>
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by teachers. They noted that additional staff were needed for the

program (9,8), especially for guidance, corrective reading, and math=-

ematics, They also recommended improved admission procedures (6,1),

directed towards screening out disruptive children or children for whom

the trip is excessively long.

Comparing teacher comments in the previous evaluations of the

Open Enrollment program to those received in this one, one notes a

greater concern today with the professional aspects of program imple-

mentation and a more positive opinion overall.1 The overall positive

tone of the responses of the teachers who did reply is-typified by the

additional comment written by one who noted, "I feel that the Open

Enrollment program challenges the teacher to individualize her program

and work in small groups. Thus, she is better able to meet the needs

of all the children, I feel further that this is implemented in my

school with successful results,"

1Once again the reader is reminded of the low response rate, It may

well be that this finding is a function of the negatively oriented
teacher not' responding. However, there is no reason to suspect that
the positive teacher was more likely to respord .

- 58 ';.:
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CHAPTER V
PERCAPTIONS OF MOTHERS AND CHILDREN AND CHILDREN'S ACHIRVEMENT

One phase of the evaluation plan involved obtaining some insight
into the perceptions of parents and children involved in the program.
As noted in Chapter II, in view of past failures to achieve substantial
parental response to mailed guestionnaires and interview requests, it
was decided to try a different procedure. Children were sent home with
a prepaid postcard guestionnaire addressed to the child's mother.

Since the questionnaire was designed to fit onto a 5% by 8% card,

it could bhe completéd in a matter of seconds and then put into a mail
box. Néveitheless, the card was returned by only 80 mothers of -
resident children, a return rate of 22 percent, and by 17 mothers.of
buéed children, a return rate of 10 percent. - Given these return
rates neither set of data can be considered representative; they

are summarized below only because the o?inions expreséed were

sufficiently clear to be of interest.

MOTIERS ' PERCEPTIONS
Bighty mothers of resident children responded from schools in
five districts. They had a median of two children in the school,
although there were as many as eight children. A large méjority:of
the mothers (87 percent) were "satisfied" (ST pngent) or "véry'

satisfied" (30 percent) with the progress their child was makingj.

1Mothers with more than one child in the school were asked to answer in
terms of their oldest child.
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Almost all (96 percent) the mothers of resident children said that they

do go to school for conferences with their child's teacher, most often

during Open School Week, or whenever they were asked to come. They

reported going to school less often whenever they had something to

discuss.. .

When asked about their involvement in the school and community,

L6 percent considered themselves "active" in the school's Parents

Association, usually as a membexr (h2 percent) rather than as an officer

(h percent). In contrast to their involvement in school affairs, only

Ly percent of the mothers‘Were currently involved with any community
group concerned with education. Those mothers who reported‘no
activity said it was because they worked (13 perceht), had young
children and therefore no time (6 percent), had no time in general
(6 percent), or lacked sufficient Englieh fluency (6 percent) to
become involved.

Thus, these reeeiving school mothers who‘responded can be
characterized as sufficiently involved ;n education to belong to the
Parents Associatibn, but nof commﬁnitj educatiqn groups. They were
generally satisfied_with the progress their children wexre making in
sehool; and felt they were responsive tb requests-to eqme to schqol

and to visit‘the‘school on Open School Week.‘ A minoriﬁy.of these

mothers went to school of their own volltlon as well. Interestlngly“

2 enough, the small group of sendlnm school mothers who responded
-‘reported 51m11ar perceptlons and actlvitles, so that thlS summary

' paragraph deecrlbes their perceptions;as well.
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. CHILDREN'S PERCEPTIONS

In five junior high schools students were asked to describe

their experiences while attending a school in which some children
came from out of the district." A total of 135 gtudents answered,the'
question, L2 Open Enrollment and 93 resident children.

In the judgment of the evaluation staff the question did not
elicit instructive comments; for example, 32 resident children simply
noted that they;liVed near the school; two others wrote ﬁnothing“ as
their response£ and five,Open»Enrollment and 12 resident children
wrote various neutral comments, or offered suggestions to the powers-
that-be on how to better run the school.‘ For example, one resident
girl observed "I think that the other kids coming from other
districts must be very crowed 1t1 so they must build more schools in
New York." :

of the remaining Bh comments of a substantive nature, there
were 37 by Qpen Enrollment‘and‘h7 by resident children,p Since this
sample is not large enough to be considered'representatlve of‘the‘pupil
population of the flve schools, the responses summarized below are 1ncluded
only to give some of the flawor of what was sald.

' At the most general level the responSes prov1de some‘lnslght
into the overall or1entatlon of the puplls.‘ Both groups of puplls
come through as pos1t1vely orlented- that 1s,'more of the puplls

responded posltlvely (2h, 27)2 than negatively (13, 20)

'1Spelllng and grammatlcal constructlons are. unedlted.

2The flrst number presented in the parentheses refers to the Open
Enrollment chlldren, the second to the resldent chlldren."




Based on the limited sample of regspondents the children most
often gave their personal evaluation of the school (25, 23); less
frequently did they comment on the Open Enrollment program (5.15),
or about travelling (7,9).1

The most direct insight into their feelings sbout school is
provided by the actual words of the cnildreno the following

quotations reflect the posltlvely oriented comments about the schools.
(in Open Enrollment child), "I think this school is better than
the one in my area. You can't learn in the area with kids
yelling and careing on. So my mother told me to come to this
school. So I did. I like it very much."

(A resident child), "It 1sn't that long a ride to get here, and
most of my friends come here. I like the school and most of
the teachers."

(A resident child), "I get into trouble sometlmes.' My math
teacher always gets me mad. But most of the teachers are all
very nice. Sometimes even my math teacher."

(An Open E Enrollment child), "I come from Flatbush and appreciate
the chance to attend . . . . The neighborhood junior high school
is unprefereble because it presents an element of physlcal

danger. The travelllng from home to- school,_or vice versa, takes

.a lang time but’ 1t's worth 1t.ﬂ‘

'The negatlvely orlented responses are‘somewhat more dlfflcult
to quote because the more colorfully eloquent are also obscenely ‘
unprlntable. A few selected ouotatlonSabout the Onen Enrollment
‘schools follow.j; ‘ ‘ »l ‘ _ - |

(An 0pen Vnrollment chlld),‘" I do not llke thls school'"

(A resldent Chlld), "Alot of flghts, argu ments, etc."'

i
o

l 1'l‘he reader 1s remlnded that at the Junior hlgh school level resldent
chlldren often travel to school-too.
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(An Open Enrcllment child), "Our school 1s no good of me,
I hate it so much I blow it up.

(73 resident child), "I don't like it because it does not
have field trips.or nothing like that."

The comments about the Open Enrollment program itself were
also both positive and negative,

(An Open Enrollment child), "Well as you know it feels
kind of funny going to a joint that you never seen
nobody before, You come in_knew and people ‘and ' teacher
look at you like you'll /be/ stupid. Like you have four
eyes and all that stuff, It would have been differentv
if mother hadden of said: I don't want you to go to-
this school /i.e., the home school/ I want you to do-

" this and all that." :

A resident child), "I don't think it's right for them
to come here because they should 8o to the school near
them,"

(An Open Enrollment. child), ”I think travelling out of

your district coming to school is 0.K. Some people
' travel out of their district because they want to go to
better schools. ‘I think this program is very good "

a resident child), "Well I've met new" friends from
Manhattan and Jamaica, witch I would of never met if.

it had' nt bin for the school " .

Of the comments related specifically to travelling, the

‘positive responses concentrated on the broadening aspects of going

‘to different places, and enjoying the trip and friends.v On the‘:
negative side Open Enrollment children complained that they had to.
. get up too early, ‘and, several resident children commiserated with T

§them.
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READING ACHIEVEMENT,

: Tablegvbl summarizes the current status in reading of 158
children and presents some comparative.data‘from the 1967-68 and
1968—69 evaluations of the centralized Open Enrollment program.
Currently in all grades the majority of Open Enrollment children are

reading below grade 1eve1; by'grade 7‘half of the sample students

were two years below grade expectation. However, the current 1969-T0

data do reflect progress when compared to the data from two and three
years agol. Though the 1969-T70 gamples are small, it is evident that
the current fourth, fifth and sixth grades are doing better than prior
fourth, fifth and sixth grade samples. The difference is three monthsf
for children in grades four and six and five months for children-in
grade five.

This improvement is reflected again in,the data presented in

Table V-2 for the sub-sample of children for vhom readingvgrades were

: available for both the 1966—67 and 1969 70 years; these indicate that

»'whereas from 1966 to 1967 1ess than half (h3 percent) of Open Enroll-

ment children progressed normally, by 1969-1970 slightly more than half
(53 percent) of the children were progressing normally.

An analysis of the data bv district indicates that the sample

f‘jnormal progressc

LA AT U R D

districts varied greatly, in one district,'half”the elementary and

aunior high school children within the sub-sample showed normal progress

and status.. In two other districts, normal progress characterized :

half or more of the elementary school children, but few children at
'the aunior high school level were progressing normallyo In two other

‘districts, there were few children at either school level who showed ;V
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CHAPTER VI

THE OBSERVATIONAL VISITS

BUILDING AND SCHOOL-WIDE OBSERVHIONS

At the end of the day of observations, both professional end
parent observers completed the Building and School~-Wide Obgervation
guide deeigned to record their impreeeiona a.bout the phyaical condition
of the school and other aspects of school organization and :f.‘unctioning.
| If the data on Building and School-Wide Observations from -po-
fessional and parent observers had been collected to eeta.‘bli.eh the com=-
para.‘b:l.lity between these two kinde of o'bservera, the relia.bility _
estimates would be close to perfect. Not only was the overall response
pattern identical, but often the proportions of o‘bserve:r:e giving pa:.*-
ticular ra.tinge were within a few percentage points of each other. o
For example, the professionals ra.ted the buildings as clean lOO percent
of the time a.t the elementa.ry level and 9l|. percent of the time a.t the
Junior high echool level- the pa.rent o‘baervere' ratinga were lOO per-
cent and 92 percent. Simila.rly, the profeee:l.ona.l o'beervers ra.ted the

' bui.ld.ings as attractive 100 percent and. 82 peroent of the time- theee

ratinge were paralleled by the pe.rent ratin.ge of lOO percent and 83 per-:

_“cent. _ Both 18 percent of the profeeeiona.l obeervere a.nd 18 percent of

" “the parent obaervere rated the science le‘bora.tories a.e "poor. o The
; reeulte preeented belcw emmnarize the ra.tinge of the profeseionale,:

o although ra.tinga of parent obeerv'ere could ha.ve been ueed aa well. Lo |

,

i .
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There were no consistent differences among digtricts in any of
the aspects rated. The 'discuasion below will present separate data for
the nine elementary and eight junior high school levels in parentheses.

Generally, the school buildings were appraised .positively by the
observers; at the elementary level, at least 88 percent of the ratings of
physical characteristics :we_re positive; half or more were extremely posi-
tive. In contra.st, A percent of the _ra.tings of junior high schools were
negative, and more often than not the modal rating, while "good," was
less than "very good." ! o |

Considering the specific criteria, the buildings were almost
always rated as "clean," (100 percent, 9l; percent) and "attra.ctive" (100
~ percent, 82 percent). Moreover, in most instances the cleanliness was
considered "very good" as was the "attractiveness. |

The attractiveness of the classrooms at the elementa.ry level was
always well rated' this was not s0 at the junior high school level, ‘where
only a.pproximately 69 percent of the classrooms weXre considered a,ttractive
and one in three was considered "poor."

| Lighting conditions were a.lmost always rated as satisfactory in

both classxrooms a.n.d corridors. Most of the schools v:i.sited had science
rooms and/or science laboratories (82 percent, 92 percent) In those -
schools with science facilities, hh percent of those at the elementary
level were ra.ted as "sa.tisfactory" and 56 percent were rated as "vex'y
well" equipped. Approxi.mately 18 percent of the Junior high school
science facilities were ra.ted a.s "poorly eq_uipped," with 36 percent

rated as "sa.tisfa.ctorlly" a.nd h6 percent ra.ted as “very well" equipped.




Libraries also were re,ted pogitively, comaidered Yattractive"
in 50 percent of the elementary schools and 4L percent of the Junior
high schools. There was an "adequate" collection of books (LO percent,
4O percent) available for use. -

A1l nine elementary and seven junior high schools had lunchroom
facilities. Observers were asked to visit -thev lunchrooms while they
were in use so that they could indicate the nature of the observed
seating arrangements. In 69 percent of the o‘bservetions at the elemen-
tary level, the observers thought the children had been seated bj grade
or class. In the remaining instances, the cbservers indicated that
seating arrangements had been determined by a tea.cher or other a.dult,
or 'by the child.ren themselves. » ' A

A final cbservation involved the demeanor of children in the 'ha.lls,
and, a at the ;)unior high school level, during the change of periods.
when children were in the halls the o'beervers were to determine why.
Usually, they were on an: ‘errand (81 percent, 35 percent), or on ‘the way -
for a drink or to the bathroom (62 percent, Al percent) At the junior
high school level, children were occaeionally seen in the he.lls without
pemission. At the elementary level the children in the halls were
rated as quiet, but at the aunior high school level only 6)4 percent of
the observations rated the children quiet and 18 percent of the observa-
tions noted fighting Asked specifica.lly to comment on the change of
period at the junior high school level, three out of four times the o‘beer—

vations rated it "orderly 3" when it was not, excessive noise, or ra.cing

through the ha.lls, in addition to the fighting mentioned above were noted.. '

oo A A RGPy e
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IN-CLASS OBSERVATIONS OF GENERAL PROGRAMS
BY THE PROFESSIONAL OBSERVERS

As noted earlier, 70 lessons were observed at the elementary
level and 65 at the junior high school level by the professional members

of the observation team.

De ve cte of the ons

In half the visits at the elementary level, the observers could
not be sure who the Open Enrollment children were; at the junior high
level they were sure in only 32 percent of the classes. When they were
certa.in it was because they felt that all of the racially d.:lfferent
children were Open Enrollment children, or because they perceived clear
differences in accent, or in dress or other overt appearance of economic
status. | |

In almost every observe.tion (98 percent), the lesson was taught
by the regular teacher; in 92 percent of the observations this was the
only teacher in the room. In the few :.nsta.nces in which a.nother adult
was present, it was a student teacher or a tea.cher alde (sex'fen lessons,
a1l in one district). The aides were usually working with individual
children or with a group of children.

The observers felt that the:I.r presence wag taken as a reasona.ble
vJ.ntrusion, for in only L percent of the elementary, and 5 percent of
the junior high lessons did they report feellng that they sa.w a lesson
which was "not at a.ll typ:.cal."' Rather, they considered the lessons ‘

either "fa.:.rly" typical (35 percent, 37 percent) or- "completely" ~

lAs in previous cha.pters, the first n:mnber in the perenthesis refers to

the finding for the elementa.ry school level, the second number to the
junior high school level, - VR R ‘ .
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typical (61 percent, 58 percent). Not only did the observers feel that
the teacher tended to ignore them but in about 80 percent of the observa-
tions they felt that the "class appeared not to notice _the o'bserver after
a few mimites." When the children did notice the ohservers, they "turned
frequently to look at them" (1L percent, 12 percent). In very few in-
stances did the children speak to the observers or try to involve them

in activities.

In most instances the observers vsa.w lessons imroiving whole' clas_s
J.natru.ctn.on, but at 'both school levels there wexre ‘classes in which ch:l.ldren
" were receiving individual J.nstruction (22 percent, 28 percent), and in
which classes were divided into smaller groups for purposes of instruct:.on
(35 percent, 8 percent). Not only was group:.ng used four times as
frequently on the elementary level, but there were also district differences.
At the Jjunior high school level, there was only one district ;.n which classees
with J.ndividual ingtruction were more frequent than whole cla.sa instruct:.on.
.At the elementaxy level, grouping was seen consistently in only one dis-
trict. _ ‘

, At the elementary level, the o'bservers genere.lly‘rated the leesons
"organized and planned" (49 percent), and “exceptiona.lly well orga.nized
and planned" (26 percent) Only rarely were lessons at this level rated.
as showing “fow," or “no " or “gome" signs of pla.nning. In contra.st, the
lessons observed at the junioxr hJ.gh school level were rated as ehowing

"little " "no," or only “some," s:.gns of planm.ng as often ()49 percent)

el
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as they were rated as being "planned" or '"well planned" (51 percent).

The extreme negative rating was given by the observers twice as
often at the junior high school level (15 percent) as a2t the elemen-
sary level (8 percent). |

Similarly, the observers rated the teachers! expectat:.ons for
the children as "about right for most of the children" more often at
the elementary level (68 percent) than at the junior high level
(52 percent). There were level differences oo, in the kind of
inappropriate expectations the observers felt they saw expressed:
at the jnnior high school level the o'bservers felt that teachers
were communicating expecta.tions. which were too high as often a.s
expectations which v}ere too low (2L percent ee,ch).b Howerrer, a.t the
elementary level the observers felt that the expectat:l.one tea.chers
expressed, or implied, were more often too low (20 percent) than |
too high (12 pexrcent).

Given a checklistl to describe cla.ssrooxii atmosphere, the
observers almost always chose options which descri'bed. the cla.ssroom
as either "completely" relaxed (43 percent, 37 percent), or, re-
laxed "for the most part" (L8 percent, 51 percent). Simila.rly, |
when at a different po:.nt J.n the ILOR they were asked. to descri'be
the atmosphere in their own words, the o'bservers a.lmost always
(92 percent, 85 percent) used. pos:.t:.ve d.escr:.pt:l.ons such as “wam "
"relaxed, " "orderly," or reflect:.ng a "good. rela.t:l.onship. In the
m:.nor:l.ty of instances when the cla,ssroom atmosphere was descri'bed.

nega.tiVely, a.nd this occurred. more often a.t ‘the aunior high level, ,

o g TR
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'the children were described as being *"restless" ox seeming '"bored"
(L, percent, 10 percent), or the teacher was seen as "authoritarian"

or "punitive" (4 percent, 5 percent).

Use of Materialg and Clagsroom Appsarance
In almost every class at the elementary level, and in moxe

than three-fourths of the classes at the junior high level, there
were materials and d.ispla.ys in the classroom.

Table VI-1l presents the distri'bution of the observer ratings
of materials displayed a:nd used in the -lessons. For every ‘one of the
five aspects ra.ted, there were differemes between ‘the elementa.ry
‘and jum.or high schools in the extreme ratings. In general, ‘the
material aspects used in the elementary lessons tended to be rated
as "completelyi' achieved almost twice as freqnently as the jnnior
high lessons. |

Considering the sepa.rate a.spects ra.ted, the elementary school
lessons were most frequently "completely" charaoter:.zed by a clea.n
classroom (60 pexcent), sufficiency of ma.teria.ls (66 percent),

a fairly good relationship between ma.terials and the slulls ta.ught
()48 percent) The observers felt that the a.ppropria.teness of mater—
lals a.nd displa.ys, and the interest a.nd stimula.t:.on level of the
materials was "ach:.eved for the nost pa.rt" in 50 percent and LT
percent of the observa.tions. This, la.’st a.spect a.n& ‘the rele,ti\onship :
of materia.l to skills were the most frequently reported a.reas oi‘

' wea.l:nsss.
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 PROFESSIONAL OBSERVERS RATING OF CLASSROOM

AND MATERTALS, BY LEVEL IN PERCENTAGES

TABLE VI-l

65

Percent Assigning a Rating of:

-Comple£e1y44f3§7Mbst Part Not
Achieved Achieved Achieved

ASPECT Elem JH Elem JH . Elem . JH
Cleanliness of Classroom 60%  42% 38% 39% 29, 19%
Appropristeness of , 1
materials and displays Ll 8 50 6h . 6 ‘28
Relevance of materials
to skills being taught 48 25 34 41 18 34
Sufficiency of materials 66 42 23 30 11 28
Interest and stimulation -
level of materials 32 1k L6 22 51

35
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At the Ju.nior high school level, the cleanliness of the rooms
and the sufficiency of ma.ter:.a.ls were ra.ted as “completely" achieved
in 42 percent of the lessons. The same areas of weakness were seen
as gt the elementary level. The interest/stimu.la.tion level, a.nd -
the relationship of the ma.te:cials to the skills beirig taught was
seen as negative in 51..percent and 3L} percent of the lessons
respectively.

Finally, the observers were asked to note the use of “any
:mnova.t:.ve methods or materials" in the lesson. At both levels,
there were few instances where innovative methods or materials were
noted. In the instances where they found some 1nnovat:|.on (30

percent, 20 percent) they noted the use of certain’ ma.terials -such- -

/

as films, reading aids, and charts, but did not specn.fy a.ny

pa.rticula.r J.nstmctional techniques.

Obgervers! Ra.ting's of Children's Responses .

Pable VI-2 presents data on the percentage of lessons in which
observers reported seeing specific kinds of behavior or reactions
by children reflect:.ng then.r response to the lesson a.nd school.

Generally, look:n.:ng across all of the ca.tegories and items, .
the distributions for the elementa:r:y and ;junior high school lessons
observed were similar. There were seven items which a clea.r
majority of the professional observers (between 55 percent and 90
percent) believed characterized the children in the cla.sses they
we.tched; the children "ﬁere well behaved for all or 'éJ.Isost all of |

the period"; understood the ‘"tea.cher'sspoken word"; we.:r‘.'e ‘working
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TABLE VI=-2
THE PERCENTAGE OF IESSONS IN WHICH OBSERVERS SAW SPECIFIC

KTNDS OF EEHAVIOR AND/OR REACTIONS BY CHILDREN

Percentage of lessons in Which
Indicated Behavior Was Seen By:

Professional Parent ]
Observers at: Observers at: ;
Elem. Jr. High Elem. Jr. High
Behavior or Reaction® level Ievel Ievel  Ievel
1, Interest Shown: - :
a. Sustained for period 7% 5%% 69% 63%
b. Sustained for half period 16 2 2
. ¢, Sustained for little of period 7 17 6 15
\i\\“ 2, Children well=-behaved for:
a. All or almost all period : 90 81 . 81 71
b. About half~-period 5 13 15 18
c. Iittle of period ‘ 5 6 4 . 10
3. Active Participation for:
a. All or almost all period 71 55 69 = 61
b. About half period 18 28 25 22
c. Little of period - 11 17 -6 17
4. Nature of Participation: ' ' .
a. Working at tasks. appropriate :
© to their ability levels 82 69 c c
b. Raising hands to teacher questions 25 23 - 53 46
c. Attentive listening 2h 22 49 37
d. Taking obvious interest in o
individual tasks ’ 15 10 30 9
e. Being actively involved in ‘
.class discussion 1L 15 - 21 37
f. Being involved in discus51on ' : . o
with other children ' 10 11 21 23
g. Raising hands spontaneously 10 10 . yo = 35
5. Other Reactions:
2. D1splaying adequate understand- ( o : :
ing of teacher's spoken word 89 - 87 e c
b. Appearing comfortable in class 85 .83 ' e e
c. Displaying good verbal fluency 66 61 c e
d. Presenting serious discipline S co
problems. . L 3 - e e

&For cetegories 1,2, and 3 the observer could choose only one of the
three sub-categories and so these three add to 100 percent‘within each
category., For categories 4 and 5 they could: check as many sub-'
categories as they considered appropriate. v

bThe last two columns of the Table are discussed in section C of this

. Chapter, where the data in Category h from professional and parent
members of the team are compared

CThere were- not enough replies to these items by the parent observers'
to warrant presenting the data.--»

ERIC Coe
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at tasks appropriate to their ability levels; appeared comfortable
in class; showed "sustained interest for all or almost ali of the
period“{ actively participated for "all or almost all" of the
lesson;vand disp1ayed good verbal fluency.

Other than the behavior patterns mentioned above, no one
kind of¢behavior'was ascribed te the children in more'than525

percent of the lessons.

. Ratings of Teacher's Performance

Observers rated seven specific.aspects of teacher performance,
and the overall quality of the lesson. The gistribntion of the'
ratings is presentec in Table VI-3. At both school levels the’
oterall distribution of ratings was positive, and ﬁore'consistentlp'
positive at thevelementary level. For example, at the elementary
level a médian of 59 percent of the ratlngs was above awerage At
the Junior high level, a medlan of 50 percent of the‘ratlngs was
above average. N

Teachers were mOstAconsistently rated "effectrve“ or "very
effective" in maintaining discipline (8L percent,:67 percent); in
their use of the particular teaching methodhthey hnd chosen (6é
percent, 51 percent); and in thelr ablllty to encourage children'
participation (59 percent, 50 percent)

The observers' overall ratings. of the qnallty of the lesson
were generally pos:Lt:Lve. At ea.ch level a.'bout half (50 percent, h6
percent) of the ratlngs were elther_"excellent" (18 percent at ‘each

level), or "very good" - (32 percent, 28" percent), W1th most of the

77
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remainder rated as "satisfactory" (24 percent, 22_percent), or
"fair" (24 percent, 20 percent). Only a few (1 percent, 12 percent)

of the lessons were rated as "poor."

Strengihs and Weakmesses Reported by Observers

Observers made a.total of 114 (68, L6) comments on the
strengths of the lessons seen, and 92 (59, 33)_comments on weaknesses.

No one kind of weakness oharacferized_the junior_high'school
lessons. Three or four observers noted such wezknesses as_"lack‘
of or poor pupil’motivation," the "pace of the iesson," thei"laok
.of individual.attention," the "lack of student expression,“'andf
"routine, mechanical, uncreative lessons." However, the low
frequencles and lack of consensus within the school do not permlt

generalizatlons about the weaknesses of the lessons at the

Jjunior high school level. |

In contrast, at the elementaryflevel therelwas consensus.'
v Thirtyathree percent of the wealmesses noted can be‘oategorized as
inrolsing'"routine, mechanical; uncreative leSSons;" ﬁo other kind
of weakness was common to more than 15 percent.of the‘lessons} 1ess
rfrequent comments which were the same as those at the Junlor hlgh
school level.referred to "laok of or poor pup11 mot1*atlon " "lack
of student’ expression or 1nteractlon-ﬂ and "lack of~var1ety in |
visual aids and'teaching'maferials " In generaL almost all of the

weaknesses at either level could be consldered methodologlcal, es‘

only a few observers commented on. the personal qualltles of the teacher.

H
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On the other hand, the observers! perceptions of strengths,
at both the elementary and junior high school level, most often
concerned the personsl "qualities of the teacher" (30 percent, 33
percent). Other than references to the qualities of the teacher, ,
the observers noted the following sfrengbhs: topportunity '
[ﬁrovide_d] for individual work," the sound "pacing," the'fchildren!s_
[ﬁigl17 ievel of interest," or the "creative use of materials.” .

IN-CLASS OBSERVATIONS OF GENERAL PROGRAMS
BY PARENT OBSERVERS

As noted earlier, the parent membe:r;e of the observation team
visited classes in the company of the professional members ;’ngi-{tne,“team,
but completed the Parent Observer Form.of the ILOR _,5_-1.1‘,13?3?15:%1'“}_13{9:

At the elementary lew__rel 57 Pa.ren}t-ILORs‘ were comple_ﬁegl;_ﬂ._ at the Junior
high school level there kwere 55. ‘fhe Parent-ILOR contained a. ..
selection of questions from the Basic. ILOR (see Appendix B).
referring to Descriptive Information; Planning, Organization and.
Classroom Afmosphere- ‘and Child:r:en's Responses. It. concluded with. p
a questn.on unique to that form, a.skn.ng if, on the ba.sn.s o:E‘ their
observa.tn.on they would like then.r child "to be. Ain- thn.s cla.ss even if
he had to be bused. in order to attend."

For many of the quest:.ons in’ both the Pa.rent—ILOR and. the
ba.sn.c-ILOR, the da.ta. reported in the sections mentioned a.bove a.pply'
equally' well to those obtan.ned from the analyses of the Pa:r:ent Forms
of the ILOR. Like the professiona.l observers, the’ pa:r:ents had ‘

difficulty in identifying the Open Enrollment children at the ;)unior
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high achool level (6h percent were not sure they could) but were able
to do this more often at the elementary level (60 percent were

‘'sure they could). The criteria were the same as those used by the
professionals, primarily race or other aspect of appearance. In
almost identical propbrtions they reported infrequent observation

of either individualized instruction (2L percent, 23 percent), or
grouping (35 percent, 8 percent)1.

They felt, as the professionals had, that the class appeared
"not to notice" fhem»after a few minutes (63 percentz, 81 percent),
except in the one district in which the professionals, too, had
noted that at the elementary level thé children "turned frequently
to look at the observer" (22 percent, U4 percent).

The one point of consistent difference between the observers
is evident in Table V-I; response for response, the parents reported
seeing certain kinds of pupil behavior at least twice, and as mény
as four timeé more often than the professional observers. The
professibnal members of the team seem much less willing to label
children's activity as "attentive listening" or ''spontaneous

raising of hands" than were the parents.

1 For the reader's convenience, . the six comparable percéents for the
professionals were 75 percent, 50 percent; 28 percent, 28 percent;

and 35 percent, 8 percent.. , .

2 The Parent observers felt noticed more often at the elementary level

- than the professionals thought they had been, for in 82 percent of
the lessons the professionals felt the children appeared not to
notice them. o ‘ o
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As a group the responses of the parent observers indicate some
lack of certainty as to whether or not they ﬁould be inclined towards
busing the:Lr child to the school they had just visited. Overall, for
schools at the elementary level, L7 percent said they would 1:I_ke the
idea, 29 percent would not, and the other 2); percent were not sure.
This seems to depend on the district involved to some ex‘bent, as
indicated 'by the f:u.nd.ing that in two da.stricts all the pa:rent
observers said '"no" or 'mnot sure," while in the three other d:.stricts
the "yes" predominated.

For the junior high schools, 36 percent of the parents said
"yes," 39 percent said "no," and 25 percent were “not sure" v)hefher
they'd send their children to the school.

When asked to state reasons, pérents who would consider sending
their children mentioned good teachers (six), class interested and .
involved (six), and good program (three). Reasons why parents would
not consider sending their children included: "my child ig at. a lower
level" (two), poor lesson (two), not involved (two), poor discipline
(three), too many distractions (three).

OBSERVATIONS OF SPECIAL PROGRAMS
BY PROFESSIONAL OBSERVERS

Remedial Reading Activities

Because of the empha.sis in the districts' proposals on :'r:em'ed.ia.l'
work in rea.ding this was one of the areas singled out for further
study. Two of the sample districts had a particula:rly hea.vy empha.sis

on remedial work in reading. At least one remedia.l rea.d.:.ng class or
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group at the elementary 1eve1 was observed in four of the six sample
districts; at the junior high school level, classes were observed

in a1l six sample districts. In all, observers visited 21 remedial
groups at the elementa:r:y, and 19 at the junior high scnool level.

The distribution of observations by district reflected the disfrict's
emphasis on remedial reading; 17 of the 21 groups observeo. at the
elementary level and 12 of the 19 observed at the junior high school
level were in the two districts which empha.siied read.ing; There-
fore, special note will be made of any special characteristics in

these districts in the discussion below.

a. Facilities, Organization, and Materials .

At the elementary le.vel remedial reading instruction most
frequently took place in a room "primarily set up for remedial
reading" (63 percent), but at the junior high school level the
instruction usually took place in an ordinary classroom (63
percent)

The skills taught were phonics or word attack (5L percent at.
the elementary level, 11 percent at th_e, junior high school level);
comprehension and languege practice (h2 percent, 31 percent); a:nd'
vocabulary (33 percent, 31 percent). . Oral expression, ‘and pronun-
ciation or ln.stem.ng sk:.lls were taught 1ess often. |

At both school 1eVels, the g:roups were usually (77 percent, 88
percent) homogeneous in ab:.lity, as detem:med by the observer in

consultation with the teacher. Moreover, having first estimated the
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ability level of the group, the observers usually considered the
instruction "appropriate for all or most" of the children in the
group (8l percent, 71 percent). The only instances where observers
indicated that the skills were "appropriate for few or none" of the
children in the group were in two cases at the junior high school
level in the same "heavy emphasis" district.

The observers were asked to note materials and devices used or
evident in the classroom where instruction took place. They noted
the following: Sullivan Programed Readers (L6 percent, L5 percent);
workbooks (28 percent, 22 percent); practice readers (22 percent,
22 percent); tradebooks (28 percent, 11 percent); and film. materials
(22 percent, L percent ).

Generally, the observers felt that the materials and devices
in use during the group vere related to the particular skill or
ability in vhich the child was deficient (79 percent, 83 pereent).
ir one heavy emphasis district, materials for all e1ementary groups
were rated as related to what the child needed, but this was so in
only half of the Jjunior high level ratings In the other district,
the opposite pattern obtained and it was the materials for the Junlor
high school groups which were always seen as related to the child's needs.

Observers were also given a list of materials and devices,
developed from the districts! proposals, and were asked to check those
present in the room. Observers consistently found these mate:ials
and devices more often at the elementafy than.at the junior high school

level. No material or device was seen in more'than half of the Jjunior

. .83
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high school rooms and, in fact, only skill workbooks (47 percent) and
reading laboratories (42 percent) were seen in more than one-quarter
of the rooms. In contrast, eight of the 12 items listed were preseht
in at least 38 percent of the elementary level rooms, and five of

the eight were present in half or more of them. Those seen most
frequently, between 52 and 62 percent, in the elementary level

rooms were, in decreasing freguency: skill workbooké, basic readers,
trade books, picture cards, and reading games. Iess frequently
observed, in 38 to 42 percent of the elementsry rooms, were basal
readér work books, experiential readiﬁg materials, and reading
laboratories. Relatively infreguent at both levels, obsexrved between
0 and 19 percent of the time;were quick flash devices, pacers, tape

recorders, and newspapers.

b. Selection, Methodology and Continuity

BaSed on information obtained from remedial teachers, the obser-
vers reﬁorted that the Metropolitan Achievement Test was the criterion
used most to select children for the remedial claséeg (62 percent,
7l percent). Teacher recommendation was the only other criterion
mentioned with considerable freguency (52 percent, 32 percent).
Teachers aléo mentioned referrals from the guidance coﬁnselor (19
percent, 16 percent), or one of the schooi.administrators (23 per-
cent, 11 percent ), and on occasion, ét the reéuest of the child
(lh_percent, 11 percent) dr a parent (1L pércenf,_O percent). In one
of the heavy-emphasis districts 6nlj fhé Metropolitan Achievemeht
Test or teacher recommendaﬁions Weie used, but in fhe other all of

the criteria above were noted except for parent reguest.

ek
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The Metropolitan Achievement Test was the usual basis for

deciding if a child could be considered to have completed his

remedial work (L2 percent, L8 percent); the judgment of the corrective
reading teacher (38 percent, 10 percent), or the child's regular

classroom teacher (28 percent, 10 percent) were used as a basis less

Pomae S Wy i Ay

often. The heavy-emphasis district, which selected children on the
basis of the Metropolitan Achievemént Test or regular teacher ; . 5
referral, based its decision to terminate remedial instruction on the
Metropolitan Achievement Test or the judgment of the corrective i
reading teacher. The other heavy-emphasis district used all three .
bases.

The corrective reading teachers were asked how remedial reading

DR G

was worked into the school!s regular program. At the junior high

AR s

school level, this was usually accomplished by programming Ithe
remedial instruction into the child's regular schedule (86 percent).

Otherwise, the remedial classes were held at specified times and

the child had to miss that part of his regular schedule (1l percent).
At the elementary level the pattern was reversed: usua;lly classes
were held at specified times (59 percent), and less often made

part of the child's regular program (L1 percent). The corrective
reading teachers at the elementary levél indicated that when a

child was taken from his regular class an attempt was made to. avoid
his missing academic subjects (35 percent) or non-academic subjects
(53 percent). Only 5 percent of junior high school teachers

indicated attention to either consideration.
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The observers considered that the methods they saw provided a
wgystematic sequence of skills" for “every, or almost every child"

(56 percent, 63 percent). When this was not provided, they considered
that a systematic sequencé was provided for more than half of the
group (32 percent, 26 percent). At the junior high school level,

the 6nly instances when the observers considered that systematic
sequential instruction was provided for fewer than half of the
children was in one of the heavy-emphasis districts.

In most of the lessons observed (72 percent, 68 percent) an
opportunity was provided for silent reading before pupils read aloud,
exercises in workbooks, or pupils reading and working on comprehension
questions.

There were consistent efforts made by thé teachers to establish
continuity, both through diagnostic procedures (93 percent, 5l per-
cent) and by tying the lesson to regular classwork. Although
contimity with regular classwork could not be rated in about half
of the lessons, of the eight lessons at each school level in which it
could be rated, most (five elementary and six junior high) lessons
involved some tie-in effort through conferences between the teachers

or by using related or common content.

Guidance Activities

A variety of guidance activities were included in the district
programs observed. The activities included group guidance classes,

parent workshops conducted by guidance counselors, individual

87
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counseling, and group counseling. Except for individual counseling
sessions, the other activities were observed by the guidance members
of the observation team who also had conferences with guidance
personnel in thJj:ée districts.

In comparison to basic instruction during a regular school
day, or classes devoted to remedial reading, the goals and methods of
the guidance counselor are much less structured; the guidance members
and tﬁe other members of the evaluation team preparing this report
agree that most of what they saw in the area of guidance was a
function of the interaction of a particular guidance counselor and

his particular client audience and thus do not necessarily reflect

similar interactions by other counselors interacting with other

audiences. Therefore, no numerical summary of these observations

NS AT T ek B 4R B R

has been attempted. Instead the section ‘below presents a su.mmary

of the observers'! impressions of what they saw.

a. Conferences with Guidance Personnel

Three of the four professional guidance observers assigned

to a district held conferences or interviews with one or more of

the district's guidance persommel. Two of the three guidance

observers reported that guidance counselors were most concerned with
such areas as vocational choice, narcotics, and conéuct. Problems fuch
as truancy, lateness, and other behaﬁoral problems are considered |
conduct problems. One guidance counselor felt that the loﬁg bus

rides, 4O to 75 minutes, as well as frequent disTuptions on the bus,

adversely affected the children's school performance and psychological

. 88~
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state. This couhselor felt that the Open Enrollment brogram was
beneficial only to those children who were among the better students
in their home schools. In his opinion, those who were far behind
to begin with had not benefited from the program.

Anofher guidance counselor reported holding a series of evening
parent workshovs on drugs, sex education, school record cards, but
'said that mostly receiving school parents attended. He felt that many
parents were pressuring children and were overly concerned with grades.

The guidance observer in the third district had an opportunity
to talk with the district'!s social worker, psychologist and guidance
counselor. The observer was‘iméressed by the competence of these
personnel who were operating a form of psychological clinic; the
observer described their activities and roles.as "very traditional

to their respective professions.”

b. Group Counseling and Guidance

One observer visited one group counseling and one group
guidancé session in two separate districts. In the group guidance
class the observer found the children spontaneous and articulate. He
felt that they were attentive and interested, even excited because'
the discussion was related to their needs. However, he felt that
because the guidance counselor was unable or unwilling to handle

the feelings expxessed, the session deteriorated at the end gnd

became a recitation session of good citizenship.

The group counseling session was less successful in the observer's
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opinion. The observer felt that the counselor had trouble controlling
the group and that as a result, there was no cohesion or direction in
the group. Only a few of the boys spoke and there was little inter-
change observed. The observer felt that the counselor talked too
much, and on at least one occasion, squelched the boys' desire to
discuss a problem. Moreover, the observer thought that thé

counselor seemed driven to perform for the observer. The observer's
surmation of the session was that the time was poorly used that daye.
Despite the adverse comments, the observer said that the students
were stimalated by the diqcussion and "in terms of the need for
guidance and the students' response and willingness to participate,
there is little question of the worth of a program like this." In
addition, the observer felt that under less strained circumstances,
i.e., when not being observed, thé group counseling class mighp be

more productive than it was that day.

" c. Parent Workshops

Three parent workshops run by guidahce counselors were observed
in two different districts. One workshop was observed by two
professional obéervers and one parent observer. All three members
of the observation team agreed that much in the workshop was cliche.
However, the parent observer pointed out that there is often much
truth in clichds in regard to daily living. It is interesting to
note that all three observers reported tbax the mothers attending
seemed to enqu the discussion, although one observer reporfed that

the meeting was loosely run and conversational in nature. That

- 90"
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observer felt that the workshop could be considered successful only
if its intent was to provide information on a superficial level.

Another observer of this same workshop reported that the guidance

counselor took a non—directive role, made few comments and did little
to lead the parents to a further exploration of their thinking.
A third professional observed two other parents! workshops.

In the first one he found the guidance counselor warm and enthusiastic,

and able to explain materials for home use to parents so they could
understand. However, the counselor did not provide enough opportunity
for free exploration of a problem. fhe second workshop ﬁas'more onen
and spontaneous than the first, and most of the barents made at least"
one contrihution to the discussion. The guldance counselor d1d not
impose her opinions on the parents. The observer felt that the
counselor was not too sure of herself and was overlv dependent on » ;
the guide sheet provided by the district office. In one instance
the observer felt that an effective job was beingndone, and in
the second instance that the total‘impsct of the session_ﬁas more

positive than negative.

d. Overall Impressions

The guidance members of the observatlon teams sneclfled some
weaknesses in what uhey saw and heard. r"he:)r consldered the follow1ng
of most SanlflCanCE‘ l) there was lltule tlme avallable for work
with groups of carefullv selected chlldren,vZ) counselors were too’
busy with high school anpllcatlons, 3) there was an excess1ve arount

of paper work for the counselor, h) when parent programs were scheduled :
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for the middle of the day, working parents and those with small
children at home could not participate, and 5) the guidance staff was
not aware of the contribution the disfrict Open Enrollment programn
was meking to the funding of their position and/or program.

Three of the professional guidance p'bservers made recommendations
for strengthening the guidance program: 1) there vshould be more
teacher-parent involvement in establishing goa.l_s,‘ 2). theré should be
gsecretarial a.id.(e) for guidance counselors to free them for more
creative work in student relationships, 3) there should be less
paperwork, l4) there should be a way to extend the érogram to the
home-~perhaps through use of paraprofessionals--to enhancev the
uéefulness of the program, 5) parent (workshop) meetings should be
more frequent and better structured, 6) where possti'ble a professional
gkilled in group therapy or a guidance counselor trained by a -

therapist should be used in the program.

Other Special Projects or Prog ams

In the course of the Open Enrollment eva.lua.t:l.on, visits ﬁere
made to. four special programs going on in two districts,. three in
District 11 and one in District 22. Sirxce ea.ch .of thesé programs
was u.nique, the members of the o'bserva.tion teams were a.sked to
submit anecdota.l records of their o'bservat::.ons in é.dd:.t::.on 'l:o

completing the applicable instruments.

a. Reading Resource Room, District 11

According to the propoeal for District 11, a Readjng Resource

)
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Room was to be established at the District Office to provide in
depth service to three schools in the District, and to the target
population in the Open Enrollment schools. The district proposal
notes that:

In this room there will be model setups of the newer programs,

materials and approaches in the teaching of reading, and a

production center for the producing of materials for use in

classrooms and in connsciion with special programs such as the

School Bus Aides Bducation Program, the Language Arts and

Social Studies Materials Production Program, the Reading

Counseling Teams Program, and the Parent Volunteer Reading

Helpers Program.

The room will also serve as a reference center and conference

room for training teachers and other personnel involved in

various aspects of these programs, under the direction of the

District Reading Consultant.

The observation team for this program consisted of three
professional observers: (specialists in elemenfa:ry education, human
and community relé.tions, and multi-media and audiovisual techniques),
snd two parent observers. The team divided in two, with each subteam
spending half a day in the district office looking at the materials
and eq_uipment used in the program, and the other half day in a
school or schools observing the program in operation. The district
r=ading coordinator and zudiovisual coordinator graciously made
themselves available as guides and consultants for the day. In
general, the observation team was "much impressed by our visit to
the District Office and its Audiovisual and Reading Resource Room,
and by the many materials and the varied equipmeht on display and
available for loan to schools," although they were disappointed that

such materials were not usually present in classrooms, and noted that
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théy:seldom observed utilization of- these instructional aids.

One member of the observation team characterized the program as
", ..a good example of what a decentralized school district can do to
further the more responsive use of audiovisual materials in the
schools." He.felt that the professional and paraprofessional staff

members assigned to the program showed great enthusiasm. His

further comments follow:

Although enthusiasm is not effectiveness it is, however, the
first step in getting these materials used effectively in the
classroom. In this regard, the wise choice of materials and
equipment, and the careful training of aides in their use, has
released a lot of creative energy on the part of the profes—
sional staff. The result is a surprising amount of well made
audiovisual teaching materials, and even some well thought’
out student projects.

The equipment available for use in the schools is well suited to
the technical competence of the paraprofessions, teachers, and
students who operate it. Each machine is the simplest of its
kind available: cassette recorders, Instamatic cameras and
Carousel slide projectors, and Thermofax copiers. These
machines also provide the most flexible kinds of materials

for use in the classroom, with small groups, and in individual-
ized instruction. Certain more sophisticated equipment, however,
is reserved for use by the more highly trained personnel in

the district office. By placing the simpler equipment in the
schools, a high degree of gsuccessful production was insured at
minimal cost in equipment and materials. And keeping the.
complicated machinery in the hands of trained professionals
permitted district wide distribution of more sophisticated
materials while minimizing the investment in costly equipment
and making the most efficient use of the time needed for these
complicated projects.

The uses to which this equipment was put were quite interesting.
The Chairman of the Social Studies department of one school had
produced, with the help of the aide assigned to his Program,
numerous transparencies and a number of slide sets and slide
plus sound presentations. These were imaginative and made
excellent use of magazine, book. and newspaper pictures. These
materials were being used to revamp the entire Social Studies
curriculum so that "discovery" methods could be made more

ERIC - 9F
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central to the learning process.

In the English department it was again the Department Chairman
who was directly involved, with the help of an aide, in the
production of materials. These materials were not used to
change the curriculum, however, but to simplify teaching in
areas that are difficult for regular as well as Open Enrollment
students Shakespeare, for instance. There was also a great
deal of concentration by the aide on tutoring Open Enrollment
students in reading. And this too required the production of
andiovisuval materials since there seems to be a lack of
remedial reading materials for use on the Junior High School
level. A large amount of sgimple reading material had been
produced using the thermal copier and the ditto machine, and

a tape recorder was used for student self-evaluation and to
keep a record of individual progress in reading. Both the

aide and the department chairman felt that the tutoring program ;
would never have succeeded without these materials, and they :
have been able to use these materials as the impetus for some
volunteer tutoring by parents.

At the district office a number of other audiovisual projects :
were also available for inspection. These were somewhat more ;
erratic in quality than those previously seen, but the best : ;
- of these materials were excellently produced. This work also
included several well executed student projects.

The district has supported the materials production program by i
providing personnel, work space and equipment. Since equipment

purchase was not originally eligible for federal funding,

such support was an absolute necessity if the program were to

" be effective from the beginning. The grant has: subsequently

been amended to include equipment, but the nucleus of equipment

. purchased by the district has made the program fully operational

a year sooner than would have been possible otherwise.

A curious omission in this program is in the area of non-
English speaking students. I was told that 2,000 of the 5,000
Open Enrollment students were from Spanish speaking homes, but
that none of the aides knew Spanish and no materials were
produced specifically for these students. Since the project ' ;
proposal states that non-English speaking students on the early '
elementary level are a particular target group this omission is
hard to understand, and no explanation was given me.

v

Generally speaking, this program seems wéll conceived, organized
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and administered. There is a great deal of enthusiasm and hard
work, particularly because the teachers and aides seem to feel
that the materials have really helped the Open Enrollment
students benefit from their transfer to a new district. This was
an impression that they had gained informally, by watching

the students progress, and through regular test scores. It
also seems successful because the professional people involved
have been able quickly and easily to produce what they needed
and immediately put the material to work. They no longer seemed
preoccupied with materials and equipment and the time needed

to use them. These obstacles had been minimized or eliminated
so that they could concentrate on teaching.

b. Project Re-entry, District 1l
The @econd special project observed iﬁ District 11 was Project
Re-entry. The district proposal describes it in the following way:

Project Re-entry is a two-pronged program directed toward the
prevention of school dropouts through intensive counseling of
the pupils in the program (including home visits and parental
involvement) and through small group and individual remedial
work in basic school subjects, all conducted at the crucial
junior high and intermediate school level.

The Project will serve 200 students selected specifically
from the Open Enrollment population which attends the Junior
High and Intermediate Schoole of District 1l. :

At the Project Re-entry units, a total of six teachers and
two educational assistants will provide educational services
in basic tool subjects such as reading and mathematics. Each
unit will have a morning session (9-11 a.m.) and an afternoon
(2-4 pem.). Twenty-five students will be taught at each
session in each Project unit. They will be taught in small
. groups and on a one-to-one basis. Both sessions will be held
four days a week in each unit for 20 weeks during the school
year for a total of 80 sessions. . "

Project Re-entry was observed on two occasions at two different
locations. The first time thg guidance observer made his observations
alone; on the second occasion, the team cc;nsistéd of a speci.a.li‘st
in education, one in human relations, and a..pa:cent observer. The

obServers were unanimous in their feeling that the program was very
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good, that the students were interested and working hard, and that
the teaching staff was excellent.

The team was told that the students in Project Re-entry,
which was housed in out-of-school buildings, feli into three main
categories: children under district suspension, children needing
tutorial help in reading and math, and children with behavior
problems, including school phobias.

A1l the observers reported that instruction was on a highly
individual level, that the atmosphere was relaxed, and that both
students and teachers were involved and hard-working. One observer
made such comments as: "This lesson was very impressive," "All
working assiduously," "The instructor was excellent - low keyed,
soft spoken, in no way threatening to these troﬁbled youngsters,"
"A steady rhythm of students and teachers committed to learning."
Another observer noted: "“...a very worthwhile project in the way it
has been developed and carried out." Still a third observer felt
a language arts lesson in which the students acted out a scenario
written by one of the teachers, wag done with enthu81asm, laughter,
and "a generally cathartic reaction." He reported that the "lesson
wag done very well indeed, and the students seemed both to enjoy it
and gain from it."

The one less than favorable observation was of an attempt on
the part of one teacher a£ group counseling. This;-the obserxrver
felt, was outside the teacher's field of expertise. However, the
observation staff's total impression of Project Re-entry was strongly

positive.

- ,_ugr? ‘



89

¢. Evening Guidance Clinic, District 11

The third special program observed in District 11 was the
Evening Guidance Clinic. The district prbposal describes it in this
ways

The Evening Guidance Clinic Program will function on Monday,
Tuesdsy and Thursday evenings from 7=10 p.m. for 110

sessions at each of two schools which are easily accessible to
the parents of those Open Enrollment Children who travel out
of their district to schools in outlying areas. The program
will be coordinated by the District Guidance Supervisor.

In addition to clinical work for those Open Enrollment families
which cannot be serviced during the day, this program will
develop and implement orientation and workshop sessions for
further involvement of the community in understanding the
values of integrated education. Each clinic will provide
diagnostic and treatment services for children and families
referred by the school...

The observer who visited the Evening Guidance Program was the
team's guidance specialist, a member of a college faculty and a
clinical psychologist. Unfortunately, this program was observed in
its final stages and only one client was present who was receiving
remedial reading instruction from a paraprqfessional. This made it
possible for the observer to speak with the professional people
present and to review schedules and several case folders. The
following are some of the observer's j.mpressidns:
It appears to be a program which provides a place for limited
tutorial services, e.g. reading, and a place for a family
service type clinic. - This program does not, nor should it,
provide ongoing psychotherapy. But the program does provide
a therapeutic atmosphere where pupils feel more ‘at home and
feel there are responsive adults willing and able to help
them. ' The service also provides individual and/or family
- counseling and, if necessary, psychological testing. " From
the records, there appears to ybe'regular"attendan”ce"by a
sizable clinntele. The tendency is for a client to be short-
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term (i.e., several sessions). There is communication to the
schools but this is difficult due to the fact that the staff
is parttime and also committed to their regnlar full-time
positions.

In general I was favorably impressed with the staff and the
program. While we would have preferred an observation of

the program during a more typical evening, nevertheless, from
the records the program seems to provide a setting where

pupils can go with personal problems and some academic problems.

d. Reading Laboratory, District 22

The fourth special program observed as part of this year's Open
Enrollment evaluation was the Reading Laboratory in District 22. The
details of the program are outlined in the district proposal.

An EDL (Educational Developmental Laboratory) Reading

Laboratory will be organized in a room of the building which
houses the Office of District 22. Six groups of 15-20 pupile each,
selected according to the criteria in "a'', from JHS 234 and

JHS 2440, will be brought to the reading la.bora.tory three times

per week by bus. They will receive intens:.ve reading help for
periods of one hour each.

The laboratory will be supervised by a corrective reading
teacher who will diagnose and assign materials. Three
educational assistants will work with the corrective reading
teacher by either assisting individual pupils or working with
small groups. Emphasis will be on the use of highly motivating
teaching machines such as the Controlled Reader, Audex,
Tachistoscope, and Jr. Controlled Reader (in(lividual) These
will be used to teach word attack skills and comprehension
‘skills. The Audioflashcard Reader will be used to teach phonic
skills and also to help the non-English speaking pupils. The
machines can be used individually or in groups and the pupils
are highly motivated to work with them. There will also be a
paperback library to improve the pupils' attitudes toward
reading. They will be permitted to keep one out of every
three books read in order to st:.mula.te reading

The observa.t:.ona.l tea.m consisted of three college fa.culty
members, specialists in elementary educa.t:.on, gulda:nce, and multi—
medla. and audiovisual techniques. In a.dcht:.on to o‘bserv:.ng the

program in operation, the team J.nterviewed the correct:_ve r.ead:mg

: o .
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teacher in charge of the laboratory program, the three educational
agsistants who help in the lab, and three women from the Educational
Development Laboratory staff who had dropped in to visit the lab.

The observation team agreed that the atmosphere in the lab was
relaxed but business-like, that the interaction between the teachers
and the children a.ppeare_q?g:pod, that the children received considerable
individual instruction and most of them worked diligently. However,
the observers also commented on the impersonal nature of such extended |
work with machines (each group Teceives a double period of instruction
four days a week), and on the fact that some children get bored. |

Two of the observers noted that one of the _weaknesses of the
program is that children miss many activities and classes in their
home schools because of the double period of instruction plus the
time spent waiting for the bus to the lab, and the bus ride itself.
Absenteeism is consequently high (a2bout 50 percent). This facility
mist be maintained in a central location because there was not enough
money to provide the staff, materials, and machines for each individual
school involved. Although the problem has 'been_ discussed with all the.
students, as weilv as with the administrations of the home schools, no..
really satisfactory solutj.on has been worked out Yyete. | _

Two of the observers also noted that although the program had
meny strengths such as sbundant and sequential materials, a low
teacher-pupil ratio, continuous pro_gre:‘s_s‘ ‘by students at th‘eir own
pace, as well a.é_ others previously notéé.? litl also had some major

wegknesses. In addition to the mec_:ha;;ical quality of the program,

- ‘*ﬂ)O -~
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they noted that there seemed to be little opportunity for discussion

and evaluation of reading matter as literature. In fact, one observer ‘
pointed out that the students "...do not seem to have become deeply

involved in the process of reading as a result of the program. A

small library of paperback books is available in the center for use

outside of class. The books are specially designed for these

students, and the incentive had been amended so that if they read four f

they can keep a fifth (the proposal called for one in three). But

only a minority of the students have borrowed books and very few

b e

books have been given away. It is difficult to say, though, whether i

the books are as attractive to the students as they are intended to be."

T N

Another major probiem reported was thet "...fhe 80 student
capacity of the center covers only the most severely retarded seventh
graders in the Open ZEnrollment program. Those eighth and ninth grade
Open Tnrollment students with similar problems are almost completely
excluded; moreover, operating the center as an afterschool program
for 1ocai students, while admittedly only a small gesture in response

to local complaints about special treatment for toutsiders,! doésn't

begin to cover those who need help within the district."

O

The final problem mentioned by the observers was that as of '
May 19, 1970, "There had been no complete, formal evaluation of this

program. Since programmed materials are self-scoring, each student's

progress is indicated by the level at which he or she is working, but

this is not a reliable indication of how well the programmed skills

o e SR

have carried over into regular classroom work. A mid-year evaluation’
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of attitude change, in which responses were solicited from each
student's teacher, was conducted. This response was generally
favorable. A complete evaluation was to be conducted in June using
standardized reading scores."

Members of the observation team made a number of recommendations
for the program. A breather in the double period seemed to be in
order. One observer felt that the addition of one or more non-white
assistants should be considered. Closer liaison with the home school
was also glentioned.. Two of the observers thought that additional
centers in the schools that need them would be a great improvement.
One of the observers suggested the possibility of installing the
center in a mobile van so that the busing could be eliminated and the
piogram put into direct contact with the schools involvéd; if nothing
elée, he fglt the program should be expanded in its present form so
that it can at least rea.cﬁ the eighth and ninth grade Open Er&ollment

students who are also in need of this kind of help.
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CEAPTER VII

IN-CLASS INTERACTIONS

The evaluation team was interested in obtaining some insight

into what kinds of interactions take place in class. This was accom-
plished in two ways. First, the professional observers ﬁere asked to
indicate in their own words the mature of the five specified inter-
actions.  Table ViI-1 summarizes the content analysis of their responses.
Second, they were asked to indicate on a work-chart the kinds of pupil-
to~pupll inmteractions they observed, considering both the sex and

ethnic status of the children. Tables VII-2 through VII-S present the
analyses of these data.’ | |

snumc Pmmns | |
'J.'he o'bservers were asked to :Lnd.icate the nature of the aeating

patterns in the cless being observed and to a.sk the teacher how the |
children were seated imtia.lly. '.l'he profeeeional obeervera considered
all of the classes they o'bserved. a.t 'both the elementary and :junior h:lgh
school levels to have integra.ted eea.ting pa.ttems. 'I'he pa,rent observers |
generally agreed, but there were a few claaaee (h, 3) which they felt
reflected cluster seating. As to how the chi.ld.ren were eea.ted., the
levels differed in the way which would be expected... At the elementarw
level, usually (13 percent) tea.chere assigned sea.te, ; cca.siona.lly (9 pexr-
cent) pem:.tting children eome d:l.sc:r:et:.on a.bout changing once they were |
assigned. In only one clase in- four (27 percent) were elementa.ry level

children in the clasaes o'beerved permitted to choose their own eeate.
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In contrast, at the junior high school ieval children chose their
own seats in half of the observed clasaes (50 percent) and wexe often
(19 percent) permitted to change seats in the half of the classes in

which the teacher assigned seats.

INTERACTIONS AS DESCRIBED BY OBSERVERS

As the data in Table VII-1 indicate, the free-response descriptions
written by the observers were consistently positive for both school levels
for all five types of interaction.

The specific content of the observers' descriptions provides scme
interesting comparisons. Teachers were. described as "warm" and "friendly"
three times as often as they were as ngarcastic" and "overbearing."
Similarly they were deacribed as “capable" twice as often as they were
desoribed as "ﬁot capsble." Fox children too, the positive descriptions
were far more frequent. For example, the children were déscri'bed ag
"respectful towards teachers” seven timea more often than they were
degcribed as "disrespectful.” Similarly, they were described as
"gngrossed"” and in "involved" in their tasks four times as often as
they were described as "uninterested." '

CBIID-TO—CHIID INTERACTIONS,
. BY SEX AND ETHNIC STATUS

Popitive Intersctions
a. Elementary I.evel |
Pables VII-2 and VII-3 present the percentage distribution of
interactions in eleinentary 'séhool classes ‘by'sex and ethmic ‘sta.tusv of
the children. As a basis for evaluating these data ‘the‘ tables aiso
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present the nmmber of children in the claases observed 'By gex and ethnic
gstatus. Table VII-2 presents the data in texms of who initiated the
interaction, and Table VII-3 presents these same data in texms of the
receipient of the interaction. Thus, the firat row of data in Table VII-2
indicates that of the 99 interactions initiated by white male students,
35 percent were directed towards other white males, 30 percent to white
females, 22 percent to black males, and 80 on. .In contrast .the first
row of Table VII-3 indicates that of the 108 interactions received by
(or directed towards) white males, 32 percent came from other white
males, 2l; percent from white feﬁnales, 2); percent from black males, and
gso on. Tables VII-L and VII-5 present similar analyses for the Juniox
high school classes observed.

Basically the interactions noted followed the distribution of

" ohildren in the classes. TUsing & deviation of 10 percent from the per-
centage of children available in the class as a criterion, the devia-
tions in both Tables VII-2 and VII-3 indicate that black males tended
to avoid intera.ctions with white males or females and with Spanish speak-
ing children, and had more than the expected interactions with other
black males. | Similaxly, black females tended to avoid white males but
not white females, and had more than the expected inmteractions with
other black females. Thus, for black children, sex and ethnic status
are both needed to explain their patte:m of intera.ction with classmates.
In contrast, while the few Spanish speaking children observed also
tended to avoid interaction with white ma.lea and femalea, they inter-
acted with both Spanish speald.ng males and females. For the Spanish
speaking ch:l.ld.:r:en, e‘l:hnic statng alone may be the basis for interaction

with clagsmates.
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. The parent observers repoxrted much the same data as the pro-
fessionala, including the percep‘!giqns of interactions reported in the
paragraph above. Thus, of the 17 deviations noted in the data from
the profesasional members of the obsexvation team, the data from parent
members reflects 1l of these, and includes only one that the profes-—
sionals had not noted, The parents recorded that Spa.nish speaking males
initisted 10 percent more interactions with black males than would be
expected.

The data also provide a direct behavioral test of one of the
principal goals of the original Open Enrollment program, the goal of
ethnic interaction. Viewed in this way, the data indicate that the pro-
gram is successful, for at both the elmeﬁtary and junior high school
levels, there were some positive interactions between every combination
of ethnic group except between white males and Spanish speaking females

at the elementary level.

b. Junior High School Level

The data for the junior high school level almost completely cox=
respond to those f§r the elementary level, except that the interaction
pattern for the Spanish speaking junior high school students parallels
that of the black students. Thus, where at the élemen‘l:a.ry level, the
data indicate that Spanish speaking students interact more with each
other, regardless of sex at the juni_or_hi@ school ‘levell,. Spanish speak-
ing males interest more than would be expected with other Spanish speak-
males ‘but not with females. The converse finding holds for the Spanish
speaking femaies. | |

- 1118 |
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Negative Interactions
In contrast to the 380 positive interactions noted by profes-—

gional observers at the elementary level and the 391 noted at the Jjunioxr
high school level, there were only 86 negative interactions noted: 39 at
the elementary and 47 at the junior high school level. The distribution
of these in terms of initiator and recipient and ethnic status appears in
Table VII—6.1

At both elementary and junior high school levels the majority of
negative interactions initiated by white pupils were directed fowa.:ﬁs
other white pupils. At the elementary level the majority of the few
negative interactions by black and Spanish speaking children were also
directed toward white children. At the junior high gschool level, the
majority of the negative interactions were directed toward the same

ethnic group as the initiator.

CONCLUSION
At both the elementary and junior high school level the data
indicate that parent and professional obsexvers saw predominantly positive
interactions among the children in the classes they observed. Moreover,
the interactions were distributed among children in reasonable approxima~-
tion to the distribution of childrgn within the classes except for the
tendency of males to avoid females and vice versa, and for the minority

groups to overselect each other gomewhat. Perhaps inost important, the

IAge.in, data from parent observers were similar.

~ 112 5::1:‘:’.
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TABLE VII-6
DISTRIBUTION OF NEGATIVE INTERACTIONS NOTED

BY PROFESSIONAL OBSERVERS, IN FREQUENCY

Initiator

J
Spanish Spanish
N White Black Speaking N Vhite Black BSpeaking

White

19 12 5 2 13 9 2 2

Black

15 7 .5 3 21 4 10 (

Spanish
Spealdng
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objective fact of integration achieved by placing black and Spanish
speaking children in the receiving schools has been followed by
positive classroom interactions. With one exception, thexre was

evidence of each ethnic group interacting positively with each othex.
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CHAPTER VIII

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CONCLUSIONS ABOUT EVALUATION FOCI

In terms of the three foci of this evaluation, the data provide

a basis for the following conclusions:

1.

26

3.

The program was essentially implemented as proposed,
and certainly the legal commitment +to expend the

funds in pre~specified ways was also met. While there
was considerable confusion at the individual aschool
level as to just who and what was supported by program
funds, this confusion did not obacure the basic finding
that support was provided at the scale envisioned.

The participants studied, coordinators, principals,

teachers, parents and children, were generally positive
in their pexceptions of the program.

The quality of the separate district programs obgexrved
was also rated positively by both professional and
parent members of the observation team. Farticular
praige was given some of the special programs developed
in Districts 11 and 22, ‘

SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS

The data obtained in this evaluation lead to several specific

recommendationss

1.

At the district level, develop or stremgthen the com-
munication between the Title I coordinator and the
district principals in both the developm:.t and '
implementation of the district proposal. Once established,
this interrelationship should contimue throughout the year
so that each is informed as to the activities of the other.
This would make the Title I coordinator a better informed
coordinator of the separate school programs and make the
principals better informed implementors of the diatrict
program. oo o :

Obviously, in all districts gomeone should be "on top"
of all programs, particularly one of the scope and -
educational and social importance of Open Enrollment.

e e S i T T B B
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The evaluation staff recognizes that the district Title I
coordinator is not an independent, autonomous position
and that his or her responsibilities and freedom of action
are affected by the perceptions of this role held by the
district superiatendent and others. What is suggested
here is maximum coordination and monitoring of programs
within the district's perception of the coordinator's role
and responsibilities.

2. At all levels, there should be more thorough efforts to
inform principals and staff of the specific support each
school is receiving through the program. We are aware
that the Office of State and Federally Supported Programs
prepares and digtributes lists for just this purpose.
Indeed, the 1969-70 lists made available to this staff
through their kind cooperation were immensely helpful.

Put communication does not succeed until and unlesa the
message is received, and the responses of principals and
gtaff indicate that this particular message as to support
provided often is not received at the school and classxroom
level. Awareness of the contribution being made by the
Title I effort is critical to achieving continued support
for the program, and so this effort to improve communica-
tion is worth whatever effort it takes. We suggest that
specific lists for each school be prepared and sent directly
to the school for the information of the principal; to the
ataff being supported.so that they kmow the source of sup~-
port foxr their position; to all staff about supplies and
materials and equipment purchased so that they know the
source of the funds which purchased them; to the Parent
Association and to community groups so that they kmow the
nature of support being fumneled into the school through
the program.

This effort, if successful, would also Clear away the con=-
fusion revealed in the data from the Principal's Implementa-
tion Inventory as to just who and what is supported by the
programe. .

3. We agree with the principals' view that proposal preparation
should be essentially completed in the yeax preceding the
program with the possible exception of orientation activities.
In this xegard we are pleased that as this is written in
June 1970, there has already been an orientation meeting at
the Bureau of Research of the Boarl of Education in regard
to programs for the 1970-71 academic year. This refleots
a sharp moving forward of the entire timetable for prcposal
development and evaluation design, and is a comnendable
effort.

. ’:; ,f Li
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4. We suggest that there be some city-wide effort to train

Se

Te

8.

gtaff in the work of proposal development. Specifically
the proposals should be intermally consistent, with the
overall goals translated into specific objectives, stated
in texms of behavioral outcomes. These in turm should
lead logically into the program components intended to
lead to the achievement of each separate objective and
thereby the ultimate achievement of the goals. A series
of in=-service seminars oxr work groups could help immea-
surably in this effort, since proposal writing is a skill
which is not taught in any current program for the prepara-
tion of educational personmel. ;

We agree with the principals who suggested that evalators
should properly be involved in the early stages of proposal
development. This process too has been begun in 1970, and
should strengthen the interaction between program and evalu-
ation and thereby improve the integrity of each.

We agree with the district Title I coordinator who noted a
need for reviewing the current basis of allocating funds

to a district of $100 per pupil since it has persisted
unchanged despite changes in salary scales and in the costs
of all materials and supplies purchased for use in the pro-
gram.

We reinforce the suggestions made by the principals for
improving community involvement, particularly by the
parents of the children being bused. Moving some pro-
grams into the sending school neighborhood, providing
bus transportation to and from the receiving school for
evening meetings, having a liaison person in the sending
school at different times during the day are all possible
ways for expediting involvement. These and others should
be tried until the best methods are found. )

In some cf the receiving schools in some districts in
Brooklyn, there is a meed for discussions and/or conferences
between principals of sending and receiving schools to
claxify the question of critexin.used in selecting children
for admission to this program. Our data provide no basis
for detemining if the receiving school principals are
correct in believing that children with bebavior problems
enter the program in inordinately large proportions. But
this is certainly a problem which can be resolved through
face-to-face discussion. '
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FINAL CONCLUSION

Looking back over the various agpects of the decentra.liz'ed
Open Enrcollment program which were studied in this evaluation, two
general conclusions can be drawn by the evaluation staff.

First, the overall feeling and tome of most of the data is
clearly, even strongly positive. Both parent and professional obsvrvers
were impressed with the schools they vigited, both in terms of physical
facilities, climate and atmosphere, and in texms of the functioning of
te;chers and the response of children. The sample of mothers who Te-
sponded, although small, expressed nearly unanimous satisfaction with
the education their children were receiving, a:nd. the children who re-
sponded more often wrote positive than negative descriptions of their
experiences. The small sample of respondent teachers too, was positively
oriented. |

However, this positive data should be qualified by the second
conclusion; that in most districts and schools the Open Enrollment
"program' is best deacribed as a set of staff positions supported by
funds providéd under this budget heading. This finding is supported by
the data from the Principal!s Implementation Inventory where a large
majority of the principals irﬂ.icafed no role in the preparation of the
district proposal and one in five indicated no awareness of it at all.
T4 is further indicated in teachers' responses that the program in-
volves "staff" or guidance counselors not being aware that their posi-
tion was supported under the program.

Therefore, we believe that the most important finding is reflected
in the strongly positive evaluation of such specia.l programs as thé

four reviewed in this report in Districts 11 and 22. These efforts
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have reached advanced stages of development becauge of the funds made
available under the decentralized Open Enrollment program. As one of
our observers noted, about one program, "This is a good example of what
a decentralized school district can doecess"

Thus, the evaluation staff believes that its primary recommenda-
tion is to strongly encourage the separate districts to contimue in the
initial efforts indicated this year to individualize program development
and so capitalize on talent, specialization and interest within individual
districts and schools. Efforts like those we have evaluated this year

have been impressive.
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CHAPTER IX

. INTRODUCTION 5

Thies evaluation of the decentralized Open Enrollment programs
conducted in the New York City public schools during the 1969=-T0
school year with funds provided by Title I of the Elementary and

Secondary Education Act covers programs developed and implemented at

the school district level. Nineteen different districts rec_eived funds i
for programs under the general heading of "Open Enrollment” and the _ b
programs had varied interests and emphases, reflecting local conditions

and concerms.

OBJECTIVES OF THE DISTRICT PROGRAM

The evaluation design was developed from those items noted
in the district proposals under the heading "Objectives." The
objectives can be grouped into three areas, 1) those concermed with o

general or specific aspects of academic improvement, 2) those con-

-cerned with the nature of the school's service, including both the
provision of guidance and counseling services, and the modification
and/or improvement in staff and the instructional process, and
3) those concerned with some dimension of the gocial process or the
childts personal (non-academic) functioning.

The most consistent conocern expresaed in the proposals was with
objectives related to social and perzonal processes; for 16 of the 19
districts had at least une objective in this area, and two had all of
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their objectives here. This concern was mbst often defined in terms of
improving interrelationships within the triad of school~home-and com-
munity. Other consistent emphases were on reducing conflict and/or
improving adjustment among children and fostering integration. ~
There was also consistent concern with academic improvement,
most often specifically stated in terms of reading. Fourteen of the
19 proposals made some rTeference to an aspect of acaderic improvement,
with 11 specifying reading improvement. No other specific academic
component was mentioned by more than three districts. ’
Twelve different districts had at least one ob:)ective within
the third area, instructional and guidance processes; most often noted
was the provision of guidance services. Otherwise, only objectives
related to the use of or recognition of pa.raprofeséionals,. were stated

in more than three proposals.

- THE EVALUATION PLAN
The Foci of Evaluation

The overall plan for the evaluation had three major foci. The
first was to evaluate the extent to which the program elements, as
specified in the several district proposals, were in fact implemented.
This was done by sending a ‘Princija.‘l.'s Implementat;on Inventory to the
principal of every school designated as ::ecéiv:l.ng some service, supply,
or staff, through the district Open Enrollment program.

The other two foci involved oiily a éample of six districts. The
second focus was on “participant réaction, * ywhich involved detemining
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the reaction of children, motheis, teachers, principals and district
Title I coordinators. The third focus was on the quality of the “program'
as it was implemented within the sample schools. This aspect of the
evaluation was conducted by sending in teams of professional and parent
observers to visit and observe classes in the sample aohooia. The
observers sought to se. the school's mormal functioning, with particulaxr

emphasis on the Open Enrollment program.

Ihe Semple

Six districta wexre selected from the 19 submitting proposals on
the basis of the size of the district budget and the complexity of the
district program.

All six districts invited to participate agreed and the interviews
with the district Title I cooudinator were completed on schedule.
Similarly, the entire sample of eight junior high schools within these
gix districts invited to participate, agreed. However, the implementa~-
tion of this evaluation at the elementar:r level was impeded by the
reluctance of several elementary school principals in the sample d:l.str:l.cts
to pexmit their schools to serve as data collection sites beca.use they
considexred the Cemtexr for Urban Education to be biased againat the admin-
istrative staff of the public schools. Given this profession_a.l disggreement,
they did not wish to cooperate with, ox be a part of, this evaluation.

])espite strong a.nd consiatent support of our request from the
Bureau of Reseamh at the 'Board of Education, in one of the origj.nal

six district s selec‘l:ed for the sample no elementary achool principal

ear

-
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would agree and in a second district only one elementary school principal
agréed.. The same reluctance was found in the alternates selected for the
totally non-participating district, and so the sample bf elementary
schools involves only‘f.ive of the six districts.

If a sample district had more than one school at the elementary
or junior high school level, schools were samples to represent the

range in mmber of children admitted under the Open Enrollment program.

Nine different instruments were used in this evaluation.

a. Informal Interview Guide for Title I Coordinators

The Title I cooxrdinators of the six sample districts were inter-
viewed in December and Jamuary, in order to acquire an understanding of
the nature of the programs in theae districts, and to obtain the co-

ord.ina.tors' perceptions of how the district program was being implemented.

'b. Prinﬁipal's Implementation Inventory

This instrument was a highly structured questiommaire, j.nfended
1) to identify the role each principal played in the develé;ment of the
digtrict Open Em:ollmeht proposal and his peméption of the most effective
timetb.‘ble for proposal development, 2) to provide a 'descriptio‘n of the
population of the school, 3) o identify the kinds of persomnel, equip-
ment and supplies provided to the school nnd.er the program, and L) to
describe the extent of paremtal and community :anolvement.

An inventory was mailed to the principals of 2)40 schools listed

as Open Enrollment receiving schools, but 'beca.nae of the “boycott"
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noted above and the reluctance of principals of schools receiving few,
or no, services funded through the Open Enrollment program to fill
out a questionnaire, returns were slow. After mach discussion with
"boycotting" principals. a second mailing went out with a cover
letter from Dr. Samuel McClelland, Director of the Office of Bducational
Research, enlisting the cooperation of the schools, and a letter from
the BEvaluation Chairman g:w:l.ng schools the option of ind.lca.t:l.ng by
letter that they had only fractional services, or were not an Open
Enrollment receiving schooljy responses were received from 117 schoolse.-
Since this lsa.mple of returns includes schools in 18 of the 19
districts, the data provided do serve to accomplish the research
purposes of the Invehtory, although on a sampling rather than the

population basis desired.

¢c. Teacher's Questionnaire

This was a simple one page questionna.ire. intended to elicit
teachers' perceptions of the program's effectiveness, strengths,
weaknesses and possible improvements.

The tea.cl;xer questionnaire was placed in the letterboxes of 639
teachers 1n each of five elementary schools, and five junior high
schools chosen on the basis of their relatively high Open Enrollment
registers. Only 61 were returned, despite the brevity of the

instrument. The return rate of 9.5 percent makes the returns suggestive

a.t besto ; o ' . ’

d. through g. Observational Instruments

Before discussing the instruments completed by the observation

}u_-\l E
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team, it is appropriate to consider the nature of the visits.

Both professionals and non-professionals were used on the
observational teams for this evaluation. The special competences
sought in the professiocnal members of the team were determined by the
emphases of the sample districts' proposals.

Eleven different profeésional observers were used, five as
experts in the instructional areas at the elementary and secondary
level, four in guidance, counseling and psychological services and
one each in social and commnity services and multi-media instruction.

The nine non-professionals on the observation team were all
parents and most had children in school in one of the districts included
within the decentralized Open Enrollment program. All of the parent
observers were women, seven white and two black. All had at least a
high school education. Before the parent observers made school visits,
they came into the project office for small group briefing sessbd ns,
including a review of iﬁstruments to bé used, and procedures to be
followed. |

Beginning in March and continuing #hrough early June, the teams
visited the sample schools at zbout one to two week intervals. To
establish continuity, each of the sample districts was assigned to
one observational team, and that team made all of the visits in the
district. A total of 85.5 observer days was spent in the sample
schools on 23 visits, 40.5 days in elementary schools, 34 in juhior
high schools and 11 in special facilities or programs.

The instrumenﬁs invblved were the following:



117

d. Basic Individual Lesson Observation Report (ILOR)

This instrument, adapted from the ILOR used in several prévious
evaluations, was the observation guide used by the professional members
of each observation team. The oquestions used in this evaluation
focussed on five areas: 1) a description of the lesson obgerved in
terms of who taught it, content, and methodology; 2) teacher function-
ing as reflected in her planning, use of materials, ability to elicit
response and participation, classroom climate and atmosphere, and
effectiveness of teaching style and method; 3) children's reaction,
response and perticipation; L) interclass interactions; and 5) overall
appraisal of the leéson, and specifically its strengths and weaknesses.

For those districts which emphasized remedial reading services
additional items were added to the Basic ILOR for the reading specialist
on the observational team. These items asked for descriptions and
evaluations of the techniques used in the remedial reading groups.

A total of 135 lessons wa8 observed by the professional members
of the observation team, 70O at the elementary and 65 at the junior high
level. In addition, 4O remedial reading lessons were observed, 21 at
the elemeﬁtary ana 19 at the junior high school level. The 70
elementary level lessons most often involved reading 35 (50\3ercent),
mathematics seven (10 percent), social studies five (7 percent), or

English and language arts six (9 percent).

e. Basic ILOR: For Parent Observers
The parent observers completed a brief version of the ILOR which

was intended to elicit from them their description of the lesson (who

’

. 126" -
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taught it, the content, the kind of grouping, if any); their viev;s of
children's reactions and responses; and their "vote" as to whether or
not they would like their "...child to be in this class even if he
ad to be bused to attend?"

One hundred and nine lesscons were observed by the parent members
of the observation team, with the distribution in terms of content
similar to that for the professional observers, since the parent

observers accompanied the professional observers. -

f. Interaction Pattern Analysis

In an effort to obtain some quantitative estimate of the nature
of the interactions between children in the classroom, professional
a.nd' parent observers were asked to indicate on a cross-tally chart
the frequency of interactions observed between children considering
the variables of sex and ethnic status (White, Black, Puerto Rican
and other).

These patterns were completed for 1lll; lessons by professional
observers: 69 at the elementary and L5 at the junior high school
level. The patterns were completed by parent observers fdr 101

lessons: 38 at the elementary and 63 at the junior high school level.

g. Building and SchoolWide Observations

2

ince some observational data were cha.racferistic of the school
rather than the class or lesson, each member of the observational
team was also asked to complete a Building and. SchoolWide Observation

form at the end of the observational day. This form was intended to

o

I Fr



119

provide the evaluation staff with ratings of the physical character-
istics and facilities of the building (i.e., lunchroom, library,
science laboratories), and the overall atmosphere of the school.

In all, 33 Building and School-Wide Observation forms were
completed by professional members of the observation team (involving
16 elementary and 17 junior high schools) and 2 were completed by
parent observers, 1l slementsxry and ten junior high schools.

h. Kothor's Questionnaire
Ammmwwuumham
the back of a 5™ x 8" postosrd. The questiomnaire ssked the child's
sother to rete her satisfootion with the progress her ohlld was meking
(mmuuh.amthnmwummz),mu
describe the extent of her participaiion in Paronts Asccoiaklons amd
the extent of her visits o school. Inm addition, the Mother's Guestiomnaire
askod wvhother or pot they had yequested the transfor.
One tmdred soventy thaee Open Furellmemdt nother smd 361
five pmior high sshesls. OF these, 17 questiossaires vere retunmd
'nmwmmmuln”mwnm«
dhildrem in the veseiving scheools.

f. Stadent Guetionpalre |
Shedent epinion wae ehiatned 15 this ewaluakion Yy sinply asking
shildren in partteipasing Smiewr hkigh ssheels to doseride tmir experi~

G
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ences while atﬁending a school in which some children came from other
districts,.

The questionnaire was distributed to three classes in each of
five junior high schools chosen because of relatively high registers
of Open Enrollment children.

Substantive responses were received from 103 of the 135
responding students in five different junior high schools out of a
potential 302. Of these, 61 wexe recrived from resident children and
L2 frem those who had been bused at come peint in their school
career, and 167 handed in blank sheota.

The six Title I coordinsiors interviewed indioated they had
received the persomnel rogueetied, bub malerials and equipmmmt were
oiill coning in from the 1968-69 school year snd some for 1969-T0
had wo% yoi besn ordered decamse of late spproval of the bedget. AL
sixz felt hat parent involvenent with the echwols vas not satisfactory
despite waried efforts %o imvelw then. All six also brought wp the
qmaiion of Punding and falé that the coguomce amd tining weas mmch

The aix coordinators recommended thats 1) the Contex for Urben
Biwcation shenld try to mie 16s evalvaiion withent any precenseived
ideas, 2) vepresentative of he evalsation toan shenld sis down with

Lo
« .29
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digtrict staff and work out the proposals, 3) funding should be made
over a longer period of time, L) funding should be based on $150 per
Open Enrollment pupil rather than on the present $100, and 5) that each
district receive an advance of five to seven percent of its program
money so supplies can be ordered in sdvance. Aill coordinators

agreed on the necessity for earlier funding.

Peroeptions of Prinolpals
mmmmumdtbmtmm
MWG?M!MM%WMM%W&!M
mmmmtmm(u)mhnmmmﬂ
in yresponss to this gquestion. nxsotmnmmou..tnut
mmmummuhammnmmam
blazik.
mammmmmmmwm
different districts. Prioarily they had been rescurce pecple, often
providing "ldoas for recyoling the progres.” "
nmmmmwummmm.
msm-.mwmwmuqmmuhﬂ. Howe
Mmmmﬁumhtmmnmmum
mmwm-mmummu.mLamm. In
mﬂmww-cmunnm-mmm
,mmmas-mmunmwunm
proposal for thal pregrem.
mwmumrmmu(qmwm

.+1130
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of the year preceding implementation, except for orientation sessions
with paraprofessionals which could be begun during the summer or at
the beginning of the year of implementation.

Planning and programming and ordering supplies and equipment
needed the earliest begimming, preferably no later than February of
the year before implementation.

b. Staff Supplied by Program

Data provided by elomentary school principals on the total
mmbers of toschers and pareprofessionale "...paid from Opsn Enrcllment
funds,” had 1ittle relationship to the data provided when they were
asicod position Wy position o indicate the mmber of special psrecnnel
asslowd to thair schools. Sohool principale were not osriain as to vho
on iheir staff was paid by Opon Enrollment progrem funds. A% the
QMWMWMMMMML!OQMW&!
paraprofessionals tham the proposals imdicaled, vhile st the Jumior high
indicased.

Theoe data indicate a clear ssed for inproved commmioation
schools receiving serviess as to the apesific stafll vhich are
spporied by wrisus progrens.

More imperiant perhape is the fast that wviile the data Indioate
that the Dande fer stalf are being ueed o sppers the indisated
sexvises, theee staff do not eeem 1o £1¢ the medel of new or additional

- ;‘;1&
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staff specifically recruited to fill roles within a progrem. Rather,
as noted in the 1968-69 evaluation of the program, these staff
contime to fit the model of services already on a school's table

of organization before the program. The only new element is that
the services are now charged to the budget for this program.

The evaluation staff cuestions whether this is fulfilling the
intent of the docentralized Title I Program to have "services follow
the child.” It would seem that the addition of children needing
vomedial and supplenentary vervices would require wdditional porworawl.
Howower, the evaluation tean soes the wisdon of using expoerienced
staff already in a school to inplement these prograns. The point
is not that specifio toachers were alroady in tho schools dut thas
the opecific peitions were dimected to providing the came serviecosn.

o. Okher Aspecis of the Progrem Provisions
Principals were also acked abous ...olher aspoots of Uw
prograns paraprofescional etaff, matorials and supplies and the
provision for oriemiation of otaff and paremia. Gemerally primcipals
folt that they reeded wore pareprofoccional belp, even in thome
isstances vhon ibey already bad some on staff. Not enouph prizcisals
comleted the qwoetion abous materiale for amy sore oubstansial

concinsion tham that the wariety of materiale plasmed oconed &0 hawe been

labe provisions of materials were mot serious in 1965-70. Asked
epecifically abonk Shwir ssiilsfaction with resding, ssdiovisual and
scionoe materials, priscipale indionted seseral satisfection both with

_ lase
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the availability and quality of materials in all three areas. As to
orientation, there were more consistent efforts to orient staff and
principals than those reported in previous years, and so this is an

area of improvement.

d. Coomnity Involvement

Prinocipals saw a lot of room for improvement in the extent of
parental and commmity involvement in the activities of their schools,
and also saw more involvement by the receiving community and its
parents, than by the sending school ocommnity and its peronts. Three
mndmntzoumnhtnmm-mtﬂm-
community cooperations providing transportation and/or oarfare for
sending school parenis, staffing ocohools with a family worker to
serve as tho oontacs betwoen the sohool and the sending commmnity
parents, and conducting activitise for the ssading commmity parenis
in the eonding commmaity itself.

o. Problens in Toplessntation

Fifty-eight prixsipals 1dontified at loast ome problem in
of inuffiniens snd/or Jate funding, and tho Teclting insufficiensice
of persommwl, materials or supplies. Fext cane the problems commected
with seniding school parents, either the imebility to secure thelr
participation in school amd peremial sctivitiss, or the difficulty of
contacting them in the evest of 11lneee or emergemay. In addition, the
priscipale noted problens comcermed with behavior, providing svper-
vision or scheduling Yinitasions concermed with tasing.

[P
gk
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Teacher Perceptions

The reader is reminded j:ha.t the response rate on the Teacher
Questionnaire of only 9.5 pe;c;ent makes the data suggestive only.

To the responding teachers, the Open Enrollment program meant
“gxtra staff," usuelly in reading, less often in music, science ox
guidance. As a group the teachers were positive about the progran
as it functioned in their school. They viewed the stxengths as
intogration, smaller classes and the atmosphere of the receiving
school. VWealowsses noted involved the luck of specisl persomnel
noeded, the travel time for tho children and the diffionlty in
establiching any teacher-Open Invollment parent ocommunication.

IODDGS: PEACIPTIONS OF MOTHIRS AXD
CHILDICY AXD CHILDRIN'S ACEIVANINT IN =RADDG

wore "satisfied" or "wery sakisfied” with tho progrees their ohildren
were saking in school amd owvon largor majoritice sald that they soi to
ochool for confevences with thelr child's isacher, mout ofien vhen
asknd, less ofien vhon oy had sonethine to discuss.

A bit less than half comsidered themeslwos actiwe in the Paments
Association of the school, wesally an a mewber, yaroly 2a an »fficer.
Alzost none vas cwrrenily a menber of any cormmity mroup oomoerred
with eduontion.
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Children's Perceptions

The substantive responses to %:_he Student Questionnaire are not
enough to be considered representative of the population of the five
schools involved, but the students! free responses provide some
insight into the orientation of these pupils along a positive-negative
contimmum. Both Opven Enrollment and resident pupils come through as
positively oriented, although there were some vigorously negative
statenonts made. .

Most often pupils gave their personal evaluation of their school.
l1ess often they commented on the Open Exxollment program, or
specifically about trawelling.

In the sample districts and schools, the sanple of Open
nrollment ohildron identified through the administration of the Pupil
Guoztionnaire was uood aa tho sample for eatimating both the current
status of ohildren in reading achiovement and the natuxe of progrecs
fron 1969 to 1970.

In all grades she Opem Enrcllmomnt children were reading bolow
srade lewel, wiih a gap of about ome-half yeer in the clovemiary
grades, but of sbout two yoare in the jwmior high school yoars.
Although i1l showing reading lewels bolow expeciation, the 1969-70
data do refleci progrecs vhom compared to those from two and three yoars
ago. Although the 1969-70 canplos axe smsll, the paitern for all
three graden for which conparisons are poosidle is the seme. That
pattern is thas the Open Rarollmomi children were rvesding better in

. 135
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1969-70 than in previous years. The difference was .3 of an academic
year for children in grades L4 a.nd 6, and .5 of an academic year for
children in grade 5.

This improvement is reflected again in the data for the sub-
sample of children for whom reading grades were available for both
years., These data show that whereas in the year from 1966 to 1967
less thzn half of Open Enrollment children progressed normally, in
the 1969-70 acadenic year slightly more than half did.

An mnalysis of thwee change data by district shows that the
sanple distriote varied sgreatly in the patterns of change. In one
distriot, half the children within the sub-sample showed normal progross
and status at doth elementary and junior high school lewels. In two
other districts, normal progress characterized Ralf or more of the
children at the clementary lewel, but charecterised fow children at the
Junior high school level. In two other districts thero were fow
children who showod normal progress at either lewel.

T, the dletrics analysie suggests that any overall conclusion
would be deceptive, cembining as 1% wonld two wery difforent patterns,
one of sain, one of 1little gain.

PIRDINGS: THR ORSEXVATIONAL VISIDS
In all aspents paremt apd professiomal choorwvers produced
noarly ldentical data and so those are suwmmrised tomther.
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appraised the school buildings positively. The buildings were almost
always rated as '"clean," "attractive'" with attractive classrooms
(although at the junior high school level one in three classrooms
was considered "poor").

Lighting conditions were almost always rated as satisfactory in
both classrooms and halls. Moat of the schoole visited had science
rooms and/or science laboratories which were rated satisfactorily or
very well equipped. Libraries, too, were rated positively, considered
"attractive" with an "adequate™ collection of books availadle for use
in the library and for oirculation.

Aspects of the Icqpons
a. Flamning, Organiszation and Classxoom Ateosphore
In nost ineotances tho obeorvors saw lessons involving whole
class instruction, but at doth lowels thexre wore olasses in which child-
ren vore rocoliving individoal inetruoSion and in whioch classes were
divided into groupe for puxposes of instruction. Grouping wes more
common on the elementary lewel, but varied by distriot as well as lowel.
A% the olomentary lovel, the cboorvers gonorally folt thas the
leesons they sav were orgmiszsed and plarmed snd often "exooptionally
well organised and plarned.” In conirenst the lessoms obeoorved at the
mmmmxm-mqum.-m.vum
"asope® signe of plamming as oftion as thay were rated as deing "plamned”

or "weoll planned.”
Giwvon a oheck 1isé to descride classroom atmosphere, the obsorvers

437
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mdmmwummrmnmuvmmm
in the TLOR, in tholr own words also desoribed it positively.

b. Chilédren's Response

Generally, the distributions of retings for children's
behaviors and Teections to elensntary and junior high school lessons
vere sinilar. Thore were scven kinds of behavior which a clear
majority of the observers believed charecterized the children: well
behaved, understood the toachor's spoken word, were vorking at tasks
sppropriate to their ability levels, appeared oomfortable in class,
showed custained interest, sotiwvely participated, and displayed
good verdal fluenay.

0. Teachers! Performence

At both lewvels the oversll ratings of seven aspects of teacher

performance were positive, if oonsistently more positive at the
elemsntary level. Teschers were most consistently effective in
maintaining disoipline, use of the teaching method they had chosen and
in their ability to encourage children's partioipation.

d. lLesson Strengths and Weaknesses

Weaknesses noted by observers were gensrally methodologiocal
(1.e., references to routine lessons, lack of individual attention
or lack of student expression). In contrast, the strengths were
predominantly concerned with the qualities of the teachers.

-
e\
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6. denedia) Heading Clasees or Groupe

The romedial reading claossos or groups obeerved took place in
a roon priaarily set up for this instruotion. Skills taught most often
wore ooncerned with phonics or word attack, less often vith oral
expression or listening skills. The groups were usually homogeneous
and were recelving instruction the observers oonsiderod systematic,
soquential and sppropriate, vith materisls and devices almso oonsidsred
appropriate.

Admission and discharge from the groups were usually done on
the basis of the Metropolitan Achievenent Test, less often on the
basis of the judgment of the classroom or Corrective Reading teacher.
There was evidence of integration of classroom and corrective
instruction, through diagnostic procedures and teacher conferences.

b. Guidance Activities

This section of the report is impossible to summarize since
it deals with "one of a kind" situations. Most of the observer
comments were positive in tone, and noted the clear professional

competence of the counselors observed.

c. Special District Programs

Four special district programs were observed, three in District
11 and one in District 22. Again, these are impossible to summarige,
other than to note the extremely positive feeling tone of the comments

on all four of these projects.

Q
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Di-CLASS INTERACTIONS

An offort vas nade to obtain come insight imto whet kinds of
interoctions take place in class. Fr¢e recponse descriptions given
by the professional cbecrvers wore consistently positive at both
levels, for five specified interactions.

Teachers were described ss varn and friendly three tizes as
often as sarcastic and overbearing. Thay were doscrided as cspeble
twice as often as they were described as not capable. For children too,
the positive descriptions were far more frequent, even on dixect
comparisons. For exsaple, the children were dasoribed as respectful
towards teachers seven times more often than thay were described as
disrespectful. They were desoribed as engrossed and involved in
their tasks four times as often as they were described as uninterested.

In addition to the free response items, the observers were also
asked to i1l out work-sheets detailing the types of child-to-child
interactions teking place among children belonging to the different
ethnic and sex groups.

With one .exception, there were some positive interactioms
between children of the three ethnic groups studied at both levels.
The frequency of these positive interactions noted on the elementary
level followed the distribution of children in the claéses. Black
males tended to avoid interactions with white males or femasles and had
more than the expected interactions with other black males. Similarly,
black females tended to é.void ivhite males but not white females, but

they had more than the expected interactions with other black females.




1”2

s, for black children, the interaction of doth variables, sex and
ethniec status are needed to explain thelr pattern. In contrast, vhile
the fev Spanish speeking children obeorved also tended to aveld
interaction with vhite pales and fezales, they had more interaction
with both Sponich speaking oales gnd females., Thus, for the Spenish
opeaking children, ethnic status alonme oxplained the pattern.

is in the other data from the two kinds of oboervers, in the
obeervation of intersction, the parent observers reported such the
sane data as the professionals, includins the perceptions of inter-
actions reported in the paragraph above.

The data also provide s direct behavioral test of one of the
original motivating goals of the original Open Snrollment program,
the goal of integration. Viewed in this way the data indicate success,
for at both the elementary and junior high school levels, there were
some posi‘ive interactions between every coubination of ethnic group
excent for white males and Spanish speaking femaiea at the elementary
level.

The data for the junior high school level elmost completely
parallel those for the elementary level, except that the interaction
natterns for the Spanish speéking junior high school students
completely parallel those for the 'bla.ck students. Thus, where at the
elementary level the data :ﬁxd.icate that Spanish spesking students
interact more with each other, regardless of séx, at the junior high
school level Spanish speaking ‘males intéra;ct more than expected with
other Spanish speaking males but not with females, and “th.e converse

finding holds for the Spanish speaking femeles. -

L
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At both elecentary and junior Righ echool levels tho majority
of negative interactions initiated by vhite pusile were directed
tow:.vds other vhite pupils. Similarly, at the junior high ochool level
the majority of the negative interactions by black and Spanish
spoaking pupiles were dircoted towards other black and Spanish speaking
wmnilo. However, at the elementary lovel tho majority of the few
nepative interections by black and Spanish spoaking pupils were
directed to vhite pupils.

At both the elementary and junior high school level the data
indicate that pazent and professional cbeorvers sav essentially
positive interactions smong the children in the classes they observed.
Horcover, the interactions were distributed among children in
reasonable approximation to the distribution of children within the
classes except for the tendency of males to avoid females and vice
versa, and for the minority groups to overselect sach other somevhat.
Perhaps most importent, the objective fact of integration achieved
by placing black and Spanish speaking children in the receiving
schools has been followed by the partial integration of classroom
interactions, indicated in the finding that with one exception there
was evidence of all ethnic groups interacting with each other.
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APIEIDIX A
STAFP LIST

W Bvelsition Chatvasa

£ Resesarch and Creduate Studies

Dirvecter of

‘llnlehnl of Bducation
The City O»
The City Usniversity of New York

lacy ¥, Greepbexs, Ressarch Assoclate
Liss Haxbatkin, Research Assistant

Beaxistte B, Holikpff, Admiaistrative Assistant

Mixism Balmuth, Obeerver
Assistant Professor

Depsrtmant of Education

Bunter College

The City University of Mew York

Harold B, Davis, Observer
Assoctiate Professor
School of Education
The City College
City University of Mew York

Marilvn Gewirt, Observer

Marvin H, Gewirtz, Observer

Ryth H, Crosspsn, Observer
Assoclate Professor

School of Education

The City College

The City University of New York

Jay M, Rsufman, Observer
Instructor

School of Education

The City College

The City University of New York

Parent Observers
Edith Charlton
Michaella Feld
Gladys Giglevitch
Grace Gouze

Irene Hack
Audrey Johnson
Katherine Nichson
Dorothy Sorge
Beatrice Tomao
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Observer
Prograa Dirxector
Boys Haxbor

Obsezver
of Bducation

Rictsound College
The City University of New York

Lecturer

Observex
Assistant Professor
Department of Education
Runter Collage
The City University of New York

We Obsexver
Assistant Professor
School of Education
The City College
The City University of New York

Theresa A, Woodruff, Observer
Profeasor

School of Education

The City College

The City University of New York




Principals’ Implementation Ianventory

Teacher Questiounaire

Student Questiounsire

Mother's Questiomnaire - Sending School

Mother's Questionnaire - Receiving School
Building and School-Wide Observations

Basic TLOR (Individual Lasson Observation Report)
TIOR - Remsediasl Reading Addendum

Basic ILOR - Parent Observer Form

TLOR - Part II - Interaction Patterns
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1.
2.

e
&,

S
6.

7.
8.

9.

10.

B1

EVALUATION OF THE OFEX ESROCLIMENT FROGRAM 1969-1970
PRINCIPALS® DFLENENTATION IXVENIORY

School________ Borough District _____Dete__
Xeme of person ocompleting form

Position of person completing form
Ruber of ysars at this school
Date school was desigmated an OB receiving school
How many olassrooxs do you have in your school?

How many classes do you have in your schooll

To shat extent are you familier with the content of the district's
proposal for the Open Enrollment progran?

a. Completely; b. To some extent; c. lNot at all.

Please describe thes role, if any, that you played in the prepars-
tion of the district‘'s OB proposal.

What was your average class size just prior to your school's
designation as an OE receiving school?

What has happened to average class size since your school was
designated OE. (Please check the correct response for sach
grade level which exists in your school.)

Increased | Increased Decreased | Decreased
Level | Greatly |Slightly Unchanged | Slight Greatly

Levels used: PreSchool, Early Elementary, Later Elementary,
Secorndary.
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15.

1?.

33

nmmmmmmmrm-mmm
Of progrem in your school mesds, but shick you did met request
because of budgstary limitations? Cirele ome.

Ko. Yos, I fusl the progrem meeds:

In your opinion are there additions) psrsomms]l the OF progres in
your school needs which you did not request beocause of budgetary
1imitations? Circle ome.

Eo. Yes, I feel the progrea needs:

To what extent do you have the parsprofessicmal belp you would
24ks for the following duties with OE cikildrent

Duty | emough | but wot emough 1iks SOME
Duty Areas used: a. Supervise OB children on buses; b. Supsrvise CE

i

bx
I do see
nsed ay
the curremt

g8

I have NOIE,
I bhave I have SOME, but I would

§EER

;

children during lunch; c. Tutor O ciildren on &
ons to one basiss d. Help in instruction of groups
of (B children; e. Help prepare materials for
teachers; f. Make home visits and/or work with
perents of OB children; g. Other (Specify).

18.

19.

If you have no pereprofessional help at lunch, who does supsrvise
the lunch pexriod? Meomforuehmgpotchndrem

For OB Children: a. Lunch room aides; b. Teachers; c. Nobody;
d. Other (Specify)

For Resident Children: a. Lunch room aides; b. Teachers;
Ce NOWI d. Other (smm” o. Rezident
children do not have lunch in school.

How many workshops, in-service courses or orientation sessions
have you had for each of the followlng groupst

Group [ None ] 1=3 Sessions | U6 Sessions | Contimuing Sessions
Groups used: Teachers, Parﬁpmfoaﬂonals. Parents -

Number of Sessions

. V-

-




have besn assigned to your school to inplement
Bow on )
Total By Vst | part tine
Fomber Date statf. wber | Total No. | rmber
Requested | Avail- |Imdicate |edded | mow on lost
Type of Lor akile & time in in full time | 4in
Personne) 11960-720 | asetgned 12/%s 119607201 starr 1196920

Types of psrsonnel used: Corrective reading tsacher; corrective math
teacher; teachsr of English as a Second
Language; Corrective speech tescher; computer
math teacher; music teacher; axt teacher;
attendance teacher; laboretory assistant;
bilingual teacher; teacher-trainer; resding
teacher; guidance teachsr; teacher coordine~
tors human relstions coordimator; project
coordinator; guidance counselor; psycholo-
gist; social worker; consultanmts; clerk—-

3 educational assistant;
school aide; family worksr; parent progrem
assistant; others (list below).

Z21. What material, equipment or suppliss have you received spsoifi-
cally to implement the OE progrea?l

Number or | Number or [No. or Amt. e to
Material, Equipment | Amount You | Amount new jordered but |order/lats
ard Su s Mow Have | since 9/690 [mot Rec'd. | funding

Material, Equipment and Sapplies used

Audio-visual: Hoffman projector; projection dovidos; radios;

phonographs; earphones; casette type taps recorders;
desk viewers; film strips; slides.

Reading equipment and materials: controlled reader; Maciillan spec-
trum; Barger r techniques; StudyScope; Audex;
pacera; tachistoscopic devices; Durell-Murphy phonics
kit; SRA reading kits; phonic materials; reading games;

paperbacks; reading and picture books; workbooks:
intersensory materials; multi-ethnic materials.




S

1. (contimmd)

Wsber or | Wusber or |No. or Amt. Unable to
Materisl, Equipment | Amount You | Amount new | ordered but |order/late

amiBupplies | NowHave |since 9/69 |not Beo'd. )fumding
Materia), Bquipment and Supgliss used (continued)

M%: Telephone; typewriter; misocellansous

3 duplicating supplies; miscellaneous ;

dlassroom supplies; postage.

Miscellansous: Carfares; toys; snacks; others (list below).

Please rate the four categories of materials ard supplies pro-
vided for the OE program by each of the five criteria noted
bealow. i

Reading Audio=Visua) | Laboratory Other Supplies and
Rating | Materisls | Equipment | Equipment | Equipment. Specify

Rating: I. Availability——=l. Always easily available in sufficlent
quantitios and on time; 2. Generally available in sufficient
ties and on time; 3. Obtaining sufficlient quantities a
problem; 4. Obtaining on time a problem; 5. Obtaining on
time ard in sufficient quantities are both problems.

II. Appropriatensss—1l. Always appropriate for our needs;
2. Sometimes appropriate for our needs; 3. Seldom appropri-
ate for our needs; 4. Never appropriate for our needs.

ITT. Quality—-l. Very superior; 2. Superior; 3. Average;
4, Inferior; 5. Very inferior.

IV. Base of Use~l. Very difficult to use; 2. Somewhat dif-
ficult to use; 3. Basy to use; 4. Very easy to use.:

V. PFrequency of Use-~l. Constantly used; 2. Often used; B
3. Sometimes used; 4. Seldom used; 5. Never used.
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23.

B 6

To what extent has the school been able to involve or activate
parents and community? Check the appropriate box.

Extent and Commurd ty arnd Community

Sending School Parents ~ Receiving School Parents

k.

25.

Insufficient parent participation is often mentloned as a problem
in the OB program. If you have any suggestions to make for
improved school-parent and school-community cooperation please
1ist them below.

To what extent is your paraprofessional staff from the sending
community? Circle one.

1. They all are; 2. 3/4 to all are; 3. 1/2 to 3/4 are; 4. 1/4 to
1/2 are; 5. Less than 1/4 are; 6. None is.

Does the use of paraprofessionals to supervise the buses make it
easier to recruit paraprofessional staff from the sending com-
munity? Circle one.

1. Y.s‘ 2. No.

What problems have you encountered in the implementation of the
OE program in your school?

Additional] comments.

syt Sy g s
R .
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OPEN ENROLLMENT EVALUATION
TEACHER'S QUESTIONNAIRE

School Borough District
Name Date . ‘ _ Grade Subject

Dear Teacher: We are doing the centralized evaluation of the decentra-
lized Open Enrollment program. Your school has been designated an Open
Enrollment receiving school. As part of this year's evaluation of the
program we would appreciate your observations and feelings regarding tha
functioning of Open: Enrollment in your school.

1, What aSpects of the Open Enrollment program as designed by your district
for your school are you aware of (i.e., any special programs, teaching
positions, etc.)? ,

2. How effective. do you consider the program to be as it functions in
your class’

3. What do you consider to be its major strengths?
4. What do yoo consider to be. its major weaknesses?

5. What would your recommendations for next year's Open Enrollment
program be in your school?

6. Have you any additional comments to make on the Open Enrollment
program in your school?

PLEASE RETURN THIS QUESLIONNAIRE IN THE ATTACHED SELF ADDRESSED ENVELOPE
'OPEN‘ENRottMENT'EVALuATION
STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE
As you know, some children in this school come’ here from other districts.

In the space below. tell us what your experiences have been while
attending a school with this program.

-

AEg



OFEN ENROLLMENT MOTHER'S QUESTIONNAIRE--SENDING SCHOOL

Dear Mother:

We are evaluating the Open Enrollment program and would like to have
the following information from you. If you have more than one child
in the Open Enrollment program please answer the questions in terms of
your oldest child in the program. When you have checked your answers
please drop this card in the mail. It needs no postage.

1. How many children do you have attending' school?

2. Does your child go to an out-of-district school? Please check one.

a. Yes' b. No.

3. If your child goes to an out-of-d::.str:.ct school, did you request

that he be tra.nsferred, or did his school tra.nsfer him? Please
check one.

a. I a.sked b. School transferred him c. I don' t know.

4. How satisfied are you w:l.th the progress your child is making in
school? Please check one. - '

a. Very satisfied; b. Satisfied- c. Unsatisfied; d. Very
unsatisfied. ‘

5. Are you active in the Parent's Association in any of the schools
your children atterd? Please check one..
a. Yes, as an officer; b. Yes, as a member; c. No.

6. If NO, why not? -

7. Are you currently a member of any community groups concerned with ‘
education? Please check ons.
a. Yes; b. No.

8. If YES, which ones?

9. Do you get to school for conferences with your children s teachers?'

Check any that apply.
a. Yes, whenever I am asked; b. Yes, during Open School Week.

c. Yes, whenever I have. something I want to d:Lscuss- d. Not at all.‘
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OFEN ENROLLMENT MOTHER'S QUESTIONNAIRE--RECEIVING SCHOOL

Dear Mother:

We are evaluating the Open Enrollment program and would like to have
the following information from you. If you have more than one child
currently attending school please answer the questions in terms of
your oldest child now in school. When you have checked your answers
please drop this card in the mail. It needs no ‘postage.

1. How many children do you have attending school?

2. How satisfied are you with the progress your child is making in
school? FPlease check one.

a. Very satisfied; b. Satisfied- Ce Unsatisfied d. Very .
unsa.tisfied.

3. Are you active in the Parent's AsSociation in a.ny of the schools
your children attend? Please check one. :
a. Yes, as an officer. b. Yes, as a member- c. No.

4. If NO, why not? ' :

5. Are you currently a member . of any community groups concerned
with education? Please check one. :
a. Yes; b. No.

6. If 1ES, which ones? .

7. Do you get to school for conferences with your children s teachers?
Check any that apply.

a. Yes, whenever I am asked; b. Yes, during Open School Week. ‘
c. Yes, whenever I ha.ve Something I want to discuss, d.’ Not a.t all.

| 153 g
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B 10

CENTER FOR URBAN EDUCATION

EVALUATION OF THE OPEN ENROLLMENT PROGRAM | - :

BUITDING AND SCHQOL—WIDE OBSERVATIONS-~ADDENDUM

TSR RS

School Borough District o Observer . Date

Note: To be filled out by ea.ch observer only once for ‘each school.

S R Please rate the following factors in terms of school-wide observa.-
tions and impressions. Check the a.ppropria.te column. :

Factor - Very Good Good " Poor

Factors: Cleanliness of bu:leing, Attra.ctiveness of building.
~ ' Attra.ctiveness of classroom' Genera.l climate. R

2. Did the school program haVe sufficient flexibility to allow for : - o
"individual needs? Circle one. -

a. YES; b. NO. If NO, please expla.in.
3. Did the school have a lunchroom? Circle one. -
a. YES; b. NO. Please describe the lunchvfacilities.

4. What were the sea.ting arrangements in the lunchroom? Check all‘
that apply. ' ‘ ‘

Categories: a.: Determined by a teacher or other adult° b. Seated :
- by ‘classes; c. OE children largely seated together, o ‘ i
d. Ethnic groups well mixed; e. Ethnic groups
largely seated together, f.- Residerrt ‘children do not
eat lunch' in school; g. Other, please describe. '
h. Children choose their own seats. '-

5. Were the lighting conditions in the ha.lls a.nd classrooms satis-a
factory? ‘ A , . :

Halls: YES; NO. c1ossrooms‘= ms wo. |
6. Was there a library in the building? Check all tha.t a.pply._ |

Rating scale: a.. The library is attractive- b. The collection of P
: ~books is adequate; c. ‘The libr_ary is unattractive;
d. The collection of books is inadequate. ‘e. Books
‘are not ava.ilable for circulation, £ Other comments.




10.

11.

Were there sclence laboratories a.zd/ or a science room in the
building? Check one. ‘

Rating scale: a. Very well ‘equipped; b. Satisfactorily equipped;
c. Poorly equipped; d. There was none.

Were there many children in the halls while classes were in
session? Check one.

a. YES; b. NO.

Were they quiet? Check one.

a. IES’ b. No. ‘

What were they doing? Check all that apply.,

Categories: a. Running errands- b. Going to the bathroom or for

a drink of water;. c. Out of the room without permis—
sion; d. Fighting, € Other, specify . o

If you were observing in a Junior High Se.hool, was the change of

period orderly?

. YES; b. NO. If NO» plea;s_e "expla.in‘.
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CENTER FOR URBAN EDUCATION
EVALUATION OF THE OPEN ENROLLMENT PROGRAM

BASIC I'LOR

School District Borough Cla.ss ____Subject

Class Reglster No. of Children Present No. O‘E‘,Children

Length of Class Period ’ Leng‘bh:of" Observation

Observer s Name : : Da.te

Please Note: dJoint observations should be reported by each observer ‘
1nd:.vidua.lly a.nd without consulta.tion. .

If you find a question not a.pp’lica.ble to the lesson you a.re observ:.ng,
please indicate this on the observation form. If you' see something
that is not covered by the form, and you feel it is importa.nt, please
feel free to add it and comment upon it. :

1. mat sub;;ect or topic was being taught?

2. As you looked around the cla.ssroom, did you feel you were a.ble
to identify the .OE children? ‘

a. YES; b. Not Sure- c. NO. If YES what criteria. did you employ
to do so? (e.g., race, reading, etc.) ‘

3. __Were any children receiving indiv:.dua.l instruction?
a. IES children. b. NO. »
4. Was the class div:.ded :.nto groups?
. YES; b. NO.

5. If IES, how many children were in each group?

Group One Group Two - i Group Three Group Four

6. Was the tea.cher you observed the. regular one for this class and : o

sub,ject? |
a. YES; b. No{ ‘If‘No;‘whb uas'she?_d::
7. Was there ate‘ac‘her aide 1nthe ro_'on?
" a. ¥ES; b. NO. e

T e
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10.

12.

13.

4.

B 13

If YES, what was the aide doing during the lesson? Check all
that apply.

Categories: 1. Preparing materials; 2. Monitorial work; 3. Work-
.ing with small groups; 4. Nothing; 5. Clerical work;
6. Working with individual children; 7. Teaching
whole class; 8. Other. What?

Would you judge this to be a typical lessonfor this class?
Check one. ‘

Rating scale: 1. Completely typical; 2. Fairly typical; 3. Not
at all typical. What were the reasons for your
- judgement? :

How did the class react to the presence of the observer? Check
one. , ,

Categories: 1. Class appeared not to not:.ce the observer after
- a few minutes; 2. Children came over to.speak to ,
observer; 3. Children turned frequently to look at
observer; 4. Children made a point of involving
observer in activities; 5. Teacher directed .lesson .
to observer. Have you any additional comments on
the children s reactions to the observer s presence?

Please give a brief descriptlon of ‘the general atmosPhere of the
classroom ani the behavior of the children. : ‘ .

What amount of plaxming ard organization was evident in this
lesson? Check one.

Categories: as I..esson was exceptionally well-organized and well—
'planned ‘b. Lesson was organized and showed signs of
plamming; c. Lesson showed :some signs of previous
- teacher prepa.ration- d. Lesson showed few or no
: signs of organization or planning. ‘

Did you obserVe the use of any innovativa methods or ma.teria.ls
in this lesson?

YES b. NO. If yes, please describe what you saw.

How would you describe the teacher s level of expectation for

: the 'children?

| 'Rating scale: 8. Too high for most of the children- b.;Too ‘high

- for some of. the children, Ce Abotrt right for most

' children; e. Not high enough for most of the e
children. ‘

Coasyoo




15.

16.

17.
18.
19.
20.

2l.

22.

23.

2L,’ *
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Were there any kirnds of materials or displays in the classroom?
a. YES; b. NO. If YES, in what subject areas? Please give a
brief description (e.g., bulletin boards, materials that could
be handled by the children, etc.).

\ .

Completely For Most Part No

Materials and displays were appropriate for the levels of most
of the children.

There were materials relating to the skills being taught.
There were enough materials for all the children.
Materials were interesting and stimulating.

The elassroom was clean;v

The atmosphere of the classroom was relaxed.

As far as you could see, was there any tie~in of this lesson with
the special corrective work prov1ded for the OE children?

a. YES: b. NO; c. NOT SURE d. NOT RELEVANT If YES, please
describe.

In what ways did the children participate in class activities?

Categories: a. Attentive listening, b. Raising hands in
: . response to teacher questions; c. Active in class
discussion.. d. Spontaneous raising of hands; *
e. Obvious interest in individual tasks; f. Discus—
sion with other children- g. Other. What?

USING PERCENTS, please estimate how many of the children in the
class fall into each of the categories listed. ‘Note:  The totals
for parts A, B, and C should add up to 100% HOW'many children

PART A: a. Showed sustained 1nterest fbr all or almost all the
‘period? b. Showed: sustained interest for about half the
period? c. Showed sustained 1nterest for none or almost
'none of the period? , : _ .

PART B: d. Participated actively for all or almost all of the
' ‘period? e. Participated actively for about’ half the

period?: £ Partlcipated actively for none or almost none

of the period?

T i e i e S b o 8 AN AN bt
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PART C: g. Were well-behaved for all or almost all the period?
h. Were well-behaved for about half the period? i. Were
well-behaved for none or almost none of the period?

PART D: j. Presented serious discipline problems? k. Raised questions
of their own at some point during the class? 1. Were workilng
at tasks appropriate to their ability levels? m. Displayed
an adequate understanding of the teacher's spoken word?

n. Were non-English speaking? o. Displayed good verbal
fluency? p. Appeared comfortable in the classroom environment?

Flease use the following space to elaboraﬁe on your estimates of the
children's behavior in regard to the above categories.

25. Using the followin code, please rate the effectiveness of the

Teacher's performance in each of the 1isted areas of classroom
functioning. '

Scale: 1. Very effective; 2. Effectivé; 3. Average effectiveness;
4. Ineffective; 5. Very ineffective.

Categories: a. Ability to use teaching methods she chose to use;
b. Ability to utilize teaching-aids«and‘materials; ¢.. Main-
tenance of discipline; d. Ability to sustain the interest of
most of the children; e. Ability to encourage ard obtain
active participation by most of the .children; f. Maintaining
a classroom climate corducive to learning; g. Skill at
"pacing” the lesson. :

Have you any further comments on the teacher's performance?
26. Overall rating of the lesson.

"Scale: a. Excellent; b.'Very’good: c. Satisfactory{ d. Fair;
e. Poor. : : ‘ ‘ » o

27. What was the nature of the intra-class interactions between each
of the pairs of actors and/or functions listed below? Flease

describe briefly in the space provided.

‘aJ'Téadhér ﬁo'éhildrén: b}'Téachér:to her job; c. Children to
. teacher; d. Children to' each other; e. Children to their tasks;
f. Other. Specify. ST L TR R

28. What were the major strengths of this lesson?

29. What wgfe,the:hajér'ﬁe#khe#sésf

30. Have you any additional comments to make?

. - | ;  . j.‘:  ’-~  .~JL£SS?">
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CENTER FOR URBAN EDUCATION

OFEN ENROLLMENT EVALUATION
INDIVIDUAL LESSON OBSERVATION REPORT

REMEDIAI, READING ADDENDUM

School Borough District Sex

Observer . Date Length of Observation

NOTE: Clip this to the Basic ILOR.

l. Is group a homogeneous group?

“a. ¥YES; b. NO.

2. What skills were being taught?

3. Did the skills being taught appear to be appropriate for the
individual needs of the children?

a. Appropriate for all or most; b. appropriate for some;
8 appropriate for few or none.

4. What reading instructional materials and/or devices were used or
evident for use in this particular classroom? (Explain ard
describe as fully as possible.)

5. Were the materials and/or devices used specifically related to the
particular skill or- ability in uhich the child is deficient?

YF.S b. NO. Explain basis for answer.

6. Please check all of the following materials used or displayed

in the classroom. . , ,

Categories: a. Basic reader-v b. Basal reader workbooks;

c. Picture cards; d. Reading games;: e. Skill workbooks; f. Trade

books; ge Experiential reading; h. Reading laboratories; .

i. Pacers; j. Quick flash devices, k. Tape recorder- 1. newspapers,

m. Other. : B T _ : ‘
7. Do the methods provide for the developnen+ of a systematic

sequence of. skill s?

Scale used: = a. For every or almost every child b. For more than
half the group; c. About half the group; d. Less than half the
group; e. One or: two pupi]_S‘ f. None.. :
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8.

9.

10.

12.

13.

14 L 3

Note:

15.
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To vwhat extent were there opportumities for oral reading?

Number of OFnunS.ties to Read Aloud
Number of Children 1 3% or more

Scale used: All or most; About threo-qmtars t About half; About
one-quarter; Few or none.

Were there opportumities during the lesson for individual silent
reading?

a. YES; b. NO. Please explain arxd describe.

As far as you could see, was there any tie=in of this lesson with
the work the children do in their regular classes?

a. YES; b. NO; c. NOT SURE; d. NOT RELEVANT. If YES, please
describe.

Was this room primarily set up for remedial reading classes?
a. YES; b NO; c. Explain your rating.

Was there any indicatlon in the room, or in the lesson, of
earlier diagnostic procedures?

8e YES; b. NO; ce NOT SURE.

Describe any incldents that occurred during the lesson that
interfered with teaching and how the teacher hardled these
incidents.

In your oplnion what effect will continued participation in this
type of remedial group have on the reading achlevement of these
pupils? (Specify the proportion of the group that you would
expect in each category.) )
Percent of group in each category
Scale: a. Marked progress; b. Slight progress; c. No change*
d. Slightly worse; e. Appreclably worse.

Answers to the following questions should be obtained from the
teacher.

How were children selected for the program?

Categories: a. Teachers' recommendations; b. Metropolitan
Achievement Tests; c. Parent request; d. Guidance counselor
referral; e. Child's request; f. Administrative referral;
e Other. What?
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16. On what basls are the children considered to have finished the
program?

Categories: a. Judgement of CRT; b. Judgement of regular teacher;
c. Metropolitan Achievement Tests; d. Other. What?

17. How is the remedial reading program worked into the school's
regular scheduling?

Categories: a. CRT serds for children as she needs them;

be. Classes held at specified times; c. Classes programmed into
child's regular schedule; d. Programmed so that children don't
miss major subjects; e. Programmed so that children don't miss
"fun" subjects (e.g., art, gym, etc.).
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CENTER FOR URBAN EDUCATION
EVALUATION OF THE OPEN ENROLLMENT PROGRAM

BASIC ILOR: PARENT OBSERVER FORM

School District Borough Class Subject Class Reglster_
No. of Children Present No. of Children OE Lengthof Class
Period Length of Observation Observer's Name Date

Please Note: Joint observation éhould be reported by each observer
individually and without consultation.

If you find a question not applicable to the lesson you are observing,
please indicate this on the observation form. If you see something
that is not covered by the form, and you feel that it is important,
please feel free to add it and comment upon it.

1. What subject or topic was being taught?

2. As you looked around the classroom, did you feel you were able to
identify the OE children?

1. YES; 2. NOT SURE; 3. NO. If YES, what criteria did you employ
to do so (e.g., race, reading, etc.).

3. Were any childrén receiving individual instruction?
1. IES children; 2. NO. |
4. Was the class divided into groups?
1. ¥ES; 2. NO.
5. If YES, how many children were in each group?
Group one_ i Group‘two_b‘_; Group three  ; Group four____ .
6. Was there a teacher aide in the room?
1. YES; 2. NO. |

7. If YES, what was the aide doing dui-ihg the lesson? Checlkk all that
apply. ‘ : ' :

1. Preparing materials; 2. Monitorial work; 3. Working with small

groups; 4. Nothing; 5. Clerical work; 6. Working with individual
children; 7. Teaching whole class; 8. Other. What?

. 163
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8. How did the class react to the presence of the observer?

1. Class appeared not to notice the observer after a few minutes;
2. Children came over to speak to the observer; 3. Children
turned frequently to look at observer; 4. Children made a point of
involving observer in activities; 5. Teacher directed lesson to
observer. Have you any additional comments on the children's
reaction to the observer's presence? L
9. Please give a brief description of the general atmosphere of the -
classroom and the behavior of the children.

10. In what ways did the children participate in class activities?

1. Attentive listening; 2. Raising hands in response to teacher
questions; 3. Active in class discussion; 4, Spontaneous raising
of hards; 5. Obvious interests in individual tasks; 6. Discus=
sion with other children; 7. Other. What?

11. Using percents, please estimate how many of the children in the
class fall into each of the categories listed below. Note: The
totals for Parts A, B and C should add up to 100%. How many
children:

PART A: 1. Showed sustained interest for all or almost all the
period? 2. Showed sustalned interest for about half the
period? 3. Showed sustained interest for none or almost
none of the period? :

PART B: 4. Participated actively for all or almost all of the
period? 5. Participated actively for about half the
period? 6. Participated actively for none or almost none
of the period?

PART C: 7. Were well behaved for all or almost all the period?
8. Were well behaved for about half the period? 9. Were
well behaved for none or almost mone of the period?

PART D: 10. Presented serious discipline problems? 11l. Raised
questions of their own at some point during the class?
12. Were working at tasks appropriate to their ability
levels? 13. Displayed an adequate understamding of the
teacher's spoken words? 14. Were non-English speaking?
15. Displayed good verbal flueney? 16. Appeared com-
fortable in the classroom enviromment?

Please use the following space to elaboré.te on your estimates of
the children's behavior in regard to the above categories.
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12. On the basis of your observation would you 1like your child to be
in this class even if he had to be bused 1n order to attend?

a. Yes; b. No; c¢. Not sure.
13. Why?

14. Have you any additional comments?

w
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CENTER FOR .URBAN EDUCATION
OFEN ENROLIMENT EVALUATION
ILOR PART II: INTERACTION PATTERNS

School District Borough Class

Subject Class Register No. of Children Present

No. of OE Length of Class Perlod _ _  Length of Observation
Observer's Name Date

One of the basic purposes of the open enrollment program has been
to promote integration between the OE and thé resident children. This
part of the observation is an attempt to assess, at the classroom ‘
level, whether interaction does occur between the two groups ard the
extent to which they function in a fully integrated mammer in the
classroom setting.

There are twec sections in this part. The first simply asks you to
draw a diagram of the seating pattern of the classroom. The secord
consistes of three matrices which are to be filled out at three dif-
ferent times during your visit to the classroom.

Directions for Seating Chart

The following page is provided for you to dlagram the seating
arrangement of the classroom. Please draw in the desks and their
positions. Then indicate each child's seat by abbreviations which
also indicate which racial or ethnic group he belongs to, as well as
his sex. Use the following abbreviatlons:

BB = black boy; WB = white boy; PRB = Puerto Rican boy; OB = "other”
boy; BG = black girl; WG = white girl; FRG = Puerto Rican girl;
0G = "other" girl.

If you find it impossible‘ to make such a specific breakdown among:
the children on the basis of observation, make the distinctions simply
on the basis of white/non-white and use the following abbreviatlons:

WB
WG

vhite boy NWB = Non-white boy
vhite girl . NWG = Non-white girl

[ TN
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INTERACTION CHART

Teacher's Desk

Do the children pick their own seats, or does the teacher seat
them?

Directions for FilliniOut Matrices

The following three pages are provided for the matrix analyses of
classroom interaction. Fill out three different matrices during the
time you sperd in the classroom. For purposes of f£iliing out the
matrices, stop your observations of all other classroom activities
for three five-minute periods and concentrate on observing the inter-
actions occurring among the children. These five-minute periods
should be as widely spaced as possible; one might bz when you come
into the room, one during the middle of your visit, and another toward
the end. Fill out a different matrix sheet for each observation.

How to fill out the matrix. The abbreviations used are the same
as those used in the seating plan. Once again, if you find it too
difficult to make a judgment as to specific ethnic or racial background
among the children, fill out the simpler matrix with the white/non-
white breakdown. Otherwise, £ill out the complex one with the vhite/
black/Puerto Rican/"other" breakdown. , :

The abbreviations running down the left side of the matrix
represent the initiators of the observed interactions. The abbrevi-
ations rumning across the top represent the recipients of the observed
interactions. In filling out the matrix, you should go down the column
of initiators until you find the abbreviation corresponding to the
race and sex of the child who initiated the interaction. Then, go
across the row until you come to the box under the abbreviation cor-
responding to the race and sex of the child who is the recliplent of
the interaction. In other words, you will be describing an "L." For
example, if a white girl initiates an interaction with a black girl,
you would go down 2 spaces in the initiators column and then over 4
spaces across the row until you come to the box under the abbreviation
"BG" and then write a plus sign (+) in the box if the 4nteraction was

of a positive nature (i.e., conversational ple‘asanjh, friendly) and a
minus sign (=) if it was negative (i.e., a fight, a nasty comment,

Pt
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yelling, etc.). You would then follow the same procedure for all
other observed interactions, including those between children of the
same race and/or sex.

Please note that you should have only one mark in each box: we
do not want a counting job. For example, if there is more than one
observed interaction initiated by a white girl to a black girl, you
would still have ornly one mark in the appropriate box. All we want
to know is whether any interaction took place—whether there was any
interaction at all. We are not seeking its frequency.

INTERACTION OBSERVATION 1. From To | Minutes

What activity was going on during this observation?

Recipient

Initiator | WB | WG | BB | BG | PRB| PRG | OB | OG
WB
WG
BB
BG
PRB
PRG
OB
oG

_R;ecipi_ent

Initiator | WB | WG | NWB NWG
WB
WG
NWB
NWG

There were 3 interaction observations.
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